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GIFTED CHILD
ToDAY

Ideal for teachers and administrators seeking
effective, research-based information

Gifted Child Today offers timely information about teaching and parenting
gifted and talented children. The journal provides critical information for
teachers and administrators involved with gifted children. Gifted Child Today
includes articles about topics such as teaching strategies in gifted education,
building a more effective gifted and talented program, and working with
gifted children with learning disabilities. Giffed Child Today also offers
thought-provoking articles for parents of gifted and talented children.

The journal includes articles from around the country featuring the very
best ideas for teachers of these special children. The journal is packed with
exciting, practical ideas, such as:

identifying gifted children;
building effective gifted and talented programs;
helping gifted children with learning disabilities;

building effective gifted education in math, science, language arts, and

social studies; and
e designing quality learning activities for gifted children.

As the leading resource on teaching and parenting gifted children, Gifted
Child Today includes regular columns by the nation’s most respected experts
in the field of gifted education. There is no better source for news and
information in the field.

Recent Articles Include:

e How Do I Do That? Integrating Web Sites Into
the Gifted Education Classroom

o Closing the Achievement Gap: How Gifted Education
Can Help

o Differentiating Instruction in AP: An Important
Question? Or, Out of the Question?

e Guided Viewing of Film With Gifted Students:
Resources for Educators and Counselors

¢ Gifted Education and Cooperative Learning:
A Miss or a Match?
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Meeting the Needs of Gifted Students Within an Rtl Framework

Mary Ruth Coleman, Ph.D., is a senior scientist at the Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute
and research associate professor in the School of Education at the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill. She directed Project U-STARS-PLUS (Using Science, Talents and Abilities to Recognize Students),
a Javits Gifted and Talented Student Education Program and project. She may be reached at Frank Porter
Graham (FPG) Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, CB# 8185,
Sheryl-Mar Building, Chapel Hill, NC 27599-8185; colemanm@mail.fpg.unc.edu. Claire E. Hughes,
Ph.D., is an associate professor of teacher education at the College of Coastal Georgia. She has worked
in gifted and special education in grades K-12, taught both undergraduate and graduate programs, and
has a particular interest in twice-exceptional children and service implications. She may be reached at the
College of Coastal Georgia, 3700 Altama Ave., Brunswick, GA 31520; CEHL2X@yahoo.com.

Rtl Models for Gifted Students

Karen Rollins, M.S., LPC, is a Licensed Professional Counselor in private practice, specializing in children
with disabilities. She is a presenter for the Center for Learning and Development, which focuses on chil-
dren with learning difficulties and ADD. She may be reached at Karen_Rollins@baylor.edu. Chrystyna
V. Mursky, Ph.D., is State Director for Gifted and Talented Education and Advanced Placement at the
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. She has taught math and science and served as a G/T
Coordinator in K-12 education settings. She may be reached at the Wisconsin Department of Public
Instruction, PO. Box 7841, Madison, W1, 53707; chrystyna.mursky@dpi.wi.gov. Sneha Shah-Coltrane,
M.A., is the State Consultant for Academically/Intellectually Gifted at the North Carolina Department of
Public Instruction. She was formerly the Co-Director of U-STARS~PLUS at the FPG Child Development
Institute at UNC-Chapel Hill and has worked with K-5 gifted learners, teachers of the gifted and orga-
nizations focused on gifted issues, both locally and nationally. She may be reached at sshahcoltrane@
dpi.state.nc.us. Susan K. Johnsen, Ph.D., is a professor in the Department of Educational Psychology
at Baylor University. She is editor of Gifted Child Today and president of The Association for the Gifted.
She may be reached at Susan_Johnsen@baylor.edu.

Rtl for Nurturing Giftedness: Implications for the Rtl School-Based Team
Claire E. Hughes and Karen Rollins

Response to Intervention and Twice-Exceptional Learners: A Promising Fit

Daphne A. Pereles, M.S., is a supervisor for the Colorado Department of Education and coordinates the
response to intervention initiative at the state level. She has been a teacher in general, special, and gifted
education as well as a special education coordinator and twice-exceptional specialist for a large suburban
district. She may be reached at daph3rd@gamil.com. Stuart Omdal, Ph.D., is an associate professor in
gifted education in the School of Special Education at the University of Northern Colorado. He is the
assistant director of the Center for the Education and Study of Gifted, Talented, Creative Learners and
the education director for the Summer Enrichment Program. He may be reached at stuart.omdal@unco.
edu. Lois Baldwin, Ed.D., has served as a teacher and administrator of special education for the Southern
Westchester Board of Cooperative Educational Services in White Plains, N'Y. As a national consultant for
twice-exceptional learners, Lois has worked with the Colorado Department of Education over the last 3
years to help develop a Level Two twice-exceptional training that is aligned with the state’s Rel initiative.
She may be reached at WINLOIS@aol.com.

Policy Implications at the State and District Level With Rtl for Gifted Students

Elissa F. Brown, Ph.D., is the Council Director for Middle and High School and recently served as
State Consultant for Academically/Intellectually Gifted with the North Carolina Department of Public
Instruction. Prior to her recent appointment in North Carolina, she was the director of the Center for
Gifted Education at The College of William and Mary. She may be reached at N.C. Department of Public
Instruction, 6368 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-6368; ebrown@dpi.state.nc.us. Sherry H.
Abernethy, M.Ed., NBCT, is the State Consultant for Learning Disabilities and Rel with the North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction, Exceptional Children Division. Previously, she worked as
an instructional specialist and teacher for students with disabilities. She may be contacted at NC DP],

6356 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-6356; sabernethy@dpi.state.nc.

Remaining Challenges for the Use of Rtl With Gifted Education
Claire E. Hughes, Karen Rollins, Susan K. Johnsen, Daphne A. Pereles, Stuart Omdal, Lois Baldwin,
Elissa E. Brown, Sherry H. Abernethy, and Mary Ruth Coleman.

columns

From the Classroom

Kathy Hargrove, Ph.D., is associate dean in teacher education and director of the Gifted Students
Institute at Southern Methodist University. She may be reached at Southern Methodist University, P. O.
Box 750383, Dallas, TX 75275-0383.

Gifted Child Today grants permission to copy articles and columns for educational purposes only. All copies
must include author(s)’ name(s) and full reference (Gifted Child Today, volume, issue number, and page
numbers), and a copy of the publication in which the reprinted article appears must be sent to Prufrock
Press, P.O. Box 8813, Waco, TX 76714-8813. If more than 50 copies of an article are to be reprinted, a
written permission request must be submitted via fax to (512) 300-2221.
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and Mary Ruth Coleman,

Claire E. Hughes, Ph.D.,
Ph.D.

Response to Intervention

Special Issue

Gifted education cannot thrive in a vacuum;
it must be a viable and vibrant part of the
overall educational endeavor. As part of the
endeavor, gifted education must be respon-
sive to current trends and issues impacting
all children. This does not mean that every
new idea becomes the “Havor” of the month,
but it does mean that we as a field must be
aware of major trends and issues and reflect
on how the larger educational picture impacts
students who are gifted. By being proactive as
new educational initiatives emerge, we help
ensure that we as a field are not isolated.

This special issue, which focuses on
Response to Intervention (Rtl), was under-
taken in the spirit of proactive reflection on
how gifted education and the needs of gifted
students fit with an educational reform that
is sweeping the country. In this issue we
focus on the emerging possibilities and the
remaining challenges for gifted education as
Rtl moves forward. We have tried to balance
theory, practice, and policy to present a well-
rounded view of what we know and need to
know about the implications of Rt for gifted
learners.

The opening article, “Meeting the Needs of
Gifted Students Within an Rtl Framework,”
by Mary Ruth Coleman and Claire E.
Hughes, offers an overview of what the key
components of Rel might look like for gifted
students and students with high potential
who have not yet been formally identified.
The second article, “Rtl Models for Gifted
Students,” by Karen Rollins, Chrystyna V.
Mursky, Sneha Shah-Coltrane, and Susan K.
Johnsen, describes several models for the use
of Rel with gifted children that are emerging
across the country. These descriptions show

how the theories move into practice under
a variety of circumstances. Next, we include
an article focused on school and classroom
practices, “Rtl for Nurturing Giftedness:
Implications for the Rtl School-Based Team,”
by Claire E. Hughes and Karen Rollins. This
practical application shows what Rl could
accomplish if implemented with fidelity at
the school and classroom levels.

With the fourth article, “Response to
Intervention and Twice-Exceptional Learners:
A Promising Fit,” by Daphne A. Pereles, Stuart
Omdal, and Lois Baldwin, we take a close
look at how the use of Rtl, which began as an
alternative approach to identifying students
with learning disabilities, works for students
who are twice-exceptional. The article shares a
case story to illustrate how Rtl might impact
a child who is twice-exceptional by showing
the possibilities for earlier supports and ser-
vices to set children on a trajectory for success.
Next, we take a look a policy issues in “Policy
Implications at the State and District Level
With Rl for Gifted Students,” by Elissa E
Brown and Sherry H. Abernethy. This paper
offers solid guidance for decision makers faced
with the implications of using Rtl approaches
with gifted students. Finally, we take a look
at the “Remaining Challenges for the Use of
Rtl With Gifted Education,” with an article
by Claire E. Hughes, Karen Rollins, Susan K.
Johnsen, Daphne A. Pereles, Stuart Omdal,
Lois Baldwin, Elissa F. Brown, Sherry H.
Abernethy, and Mary Ruth Coleman.

We hope that this special issue will be use-
ful to the field as we explore together the pos-
sibilities of Rtl for gifted learners. Ger
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The Vienna Vegetable Orchestra
http://www.gemueseorchester.org

When you attend a classical music
concert, usually you see strings,
winds, brass, and percussion instru-
ments, but imagine listening and
seeing an orchestra whose musi-
cians only use vegetables as instru-
ments! Fresh produce bought at local
markets are drilled and shaped into
instruments that create a “musically
and aesthetically unique sound uni-
verse.” A bell pepper is transformed
into a trumpet, carrots are made
into recorders, leeks are used as
violins, and an eggplant becomes
an aubergine clap. The Vienna Veg-
etable Orchestra now plays all over
the world and serves vegetable soup
after concerts. Visit this Web site
to find out more about this unique
ensemble and view shopping, prep-
aration, and footage of a live show.

The Federal Reserve Today
http://www.
federalreserveeducation.org/
fed101/index.htm?CFID=4614824
&CFTOKEN=71041915

What is monetary policy? What is
Ben Bernanke’s job as chairman of
the Federal Reserve? This Web site
explores the history and structure
of the Federal Reserve, as well as
monetary policy, banking supervi-
sion, and financial services dealing
with the Federal Reserve. Find out
more about the life of a check or
dollar bill. Classroom guides, as well
as an informational video entitled,
“The Fed Today,” are available here.

Measurement Conversions
http://www.convert-me.com/en

This Web site makes life a lot easier
when making online conversions
for many measurement systems.
Conversions in mass and weight,
distance and length, capacity and
volume, area, weight to volume,
cooking, temperature, and fuel
economy are all made easy with
this site. Conversion tables for both
common units (U.S., metric) and
exotic units, such as the ones of
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Elementary School Foreign Language Instruction

Over the past decade, foreign language instruction at the elementary level
has declined (Zehr, M. A. [2009]. Elementary foreign-language instruction
on descent. Education Week, 28[23], 8). Only one in four elementary schools
offered foreign language courses in 2008, with Spanish provided in 88% of
these schools. Most of the decline is attributed to decreasing budgets and
the negative effects from the No Child Left Behind Act, which emphasizes
math and English language arts. In spite of the economic downturn, some
districts have expanded their offerings through partnerships with universities
and federal grants. For example, in Ann Arbor, MI, student teachers from
the University of Michigan teach language classes. The U.S. Department
of Defense’s Foreign Language Education Program also provides grants of
$750,000 to $1,000,000 annually to public schools who are interested in
teaching Chinese or Arabic. Most often, foreign language programs tend to
be in high-income areas and at the high school level so that students have
fewer opportunities to become proficient.

Value-Added Scores: Technical Challenges

Traditional ways of assessing teacher quality tend to focus on teacher creden-
tials, experiences, and other types of inputs. On the other hand, value-added
measures are based on student achievement or outcomes. More than 300 school
districts nationwide have begun to analyze students’ test results to examine the
“value added” by the teacher in terms of learning (Rothman, R. [2009]. An
inexact science. Harvard Education Letter, 25[2], 4—7). In these models, teach-
ers with students who perform better or faster than what might be expected
receive higher ratings than teachers with lower performing students. Instead
of comparing one cohort of students” year-end scores to the scores of last year’s
cohorts, they examine a student’s growth over the course of a year regardless of
where he or she falls in relation to a fixed standard proficiency. The methods
for determining the value added in a classroom differ somewhat, but gener-
ally assessors calculate an expected trajectory for student improvement for the
class by examining the students’ prior levels of achievement and controlling for
student background characteristics that are associated with achievement, such
as students’ race and ethnicity, socioeconomic levels, and gender. Some of the
following challenges with this approach have been identified:

1. Control factors. Because it is difficult to isolate a teacher’s effect on student
achievement from other factors that lie outside his or her control, such
as low socioeconomic status or other background characteristics of the
students, teachers and others who are familiar with the students need to
be involved. For example, an individual student’s performance may vary
based upon an unexpected event such as illness, divorce, death, and so on.


http://www.convert-me.com/en
http://www.federalreserveeducation.org/fed101/index.htm?CFID=4614824&CFTOKEN=71041915

2. Student assignment to classrooms. Models are based on a random assign-
ment of students to teachers’ classrooms, which often is not possible
given different teachers” expertise with different groups of students (e.g.,
exceptionalities). Moreover, students may be transient and not remain in
a teacher’s classroom over the course of a year or may switch classrooms
within the same school.

3. Teachers assignments. Many teachers do not teach the same subject or the
same grade level year after year so that curriculum may vary.

4. Level of difficulty of the test. Not all state accountability tests have high-
level test items so it is difficult for gifted or high-performing students to
increase their scores very much.

5. Teaching to the test. Teaching to the test may boost scores for the short
term but may not result in long-term learning gains.

Researchers have tried to correct for measurement error by collecting more
data over a longer period of time and smoothing out fluctuations and by scal-
ing tests that will yield comparable results. Researchers caution schools that
no single measure should be used in making critical decisions about teachers.
The bigger question is whether or not such measures really make a difference
on classroom instruction and student performance.

Misconceptions About AP Courses

The Advanced Placement (AP) program is intended to provide high school
students with content at the level of an introductory college course. Most of
these courses cover a breadth of topics, which necessitates sacrificing some
depth. In a recent article, Mattimore ([2009]. 5 fundamental misconceptions
about AP courses. The Chronicle of Higher Education, 55(22), A33) confronts
criticisms that he believes are built on these four myths:

1. AP is about memorization and does not require students ro think critically.
AP exams do require students to learn the basic facts but also require
students to build on this knowledge by applying facts, making infer-
ences, and analyzing patterns.

2. High school teachers lack the expertise to teach college-level classes. The
College Board prepares high school teachers to teach AP subjects and
offers hundreds of workshops each year. Moreover, teachers have college
textbooks, instructor’s manuals, and test banks of exams similar to those
provided to college professors.

3. Awarding college credit reduces chances for wider intellectual exploration
in college. AP allows students to bypass introductory courses that they
might not be interested in and broadens the college experience, provid-
ing more opportunities for students to delve further in a subject.

4. College courses provide greater intellectual breadth and depth than AP

courses. Introductory college courses are typically large lecture classes

NEWS
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the Ancient Greek and Roman, are
provided for use.

Chem4Kids.com
http://www.chem4kids.com/files/
elem_pertable.html

This is a great site for the emerging
chemist! The periodic table is color-
coded and explained. An explana-
tion for each element is provided,
including the number of electrons in
the outer shell, the atomic number,
and the atomic mass. Different sce-
narios of each particular element
bonding with another element are
discussed. A wav file is available to
help students with pronunciation of
each element.

Young Writer’s Workshop
http://www.meddybemps.
com/9.700.html

Parents and educators can use this
site to access several story starters.
An illustration and a few lines of text
are provided to help the young stu-
dent get started. It won’t be long
before the student gains confidence
in his or her own creativity! One writ-
ing tip is for parents and children to
take turns making up a sentence to
create stories together. Students
can submit their work and selected
work will be published online.

Science News for Kids
http://www.sciencenewsforkids.org

This is a Web site devoted to sci-
ence news for children ages 9 to
14. The effects of climate change,
the grim future of killer whales, and
Earth-bound asteroids are just a
sample of the featured article topics.
This site also offers suggestions for
hands-on activities, books, articles,
and other useful resources. Stu-
dents can comment on subject mat-
ter and also get ideas for science
projects. The site features a weekly
brainteaser puzzle, a science fic-
tion composition, weekly science
fair profiles, and logic and memory
games. Classroom resources are
provided that correspond with the
weekly article.
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Virginia’s Share the Skies is the
nation’s first statewide initiative
that enables students and teachers
to study astronomy in real time
during the day without leaving the
classroom. Using CCD (charge-cou-
pled device) imaging techniques,
students can capture digital images
of deep space for further study. For
more information, visit http://www.
sharetheskies.org.

Along with 11 of the nation’s lead-
ing organizations in the field of
education and literacy, the Verizon
Foundation supports Thinkfinity.
org, which has a home page fea-
turing a variety of resources for
teachers, parents, and students.
Besides activities for featured top-
ics such as “Earth Day,” “National
Poetry Month,” and “Understanding
the Economy,” the site offers other
resources such as lesson plans,
interactive games, homework help,
maps, and other activities for a vari-
ety of topics. To explore this Web
site, visit http://thinkfinity.org.

Researchers Southgate and
Roscigno reported that expo-
sure to music, both in and out of
school, is tied to higher student
achievement in mathematics and
reading. Their study, “The Impact
of Music on Childhood Adoles-
cent Achievement” is published in
Social Science Quarterly, Volume
20 (March 2009).

Teachers are using their personal
cell phones in the classroom to cre-
ate more learning opportunities. In
her book Toys to Tools: Connecting
Student Cell Phones to Education,
published by the International Soci-
ety for Technology in Education, Liz
Kolb describes 100 educational
uses of cell phones.

Students who covered at least one
major topic for a month or longer in
their high school science courses
were found to earn higher grades
in college science than did stu-
dents who reported no coverage
in depth. In comparing high school
courses, 73% studied chemistry in

8 summer 2009 « vol32,no 3

where students have limited contact with instructors whereas a high
school AP course is smaller and the student is more likely to have con-
tact with the teacher.

Mattimore does encourage the College Board and universities to monitor AP
courses to ensure that the classes are equivalent to college courses so that they
can continue to be a valuable resource to students.

Guiding Students Into College

Many students with good grades lack the information and support necessary
to select good colleges, complete the applications, secure financial aid, and
actually enroll (Gewertz, C. [2009]. Reports call on schools to guide students
into college. Education Week, 28[20], 7). One consistent predictor is whether
or not the students attend a high school with a college-going culture in which
going to college is the norm and the goal. Another key predictor of whether
or not an accepted student actually enrolls in college is whether or not he
or she completes the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA). Of
those students accepted who do complete FAFSA, 84% enroll as compared to
only 55% who do not complete FAFSA. Supportive schools, educators, and
parents can make a difference in college enrollment.

Comparing the United States and Chinese
Performance in Science Reasoning

Professionals in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM)
consider the development of scientific reasoning equally important to learning
content knowledge. Scientific reasoning focuses on domain-general reasoning
skills, such as the abilities to systematically explore a problem, to formulate and
test hypotheses, to manipulate and isolate variables, and to observe and evalu-
ate the consequences. Training in scientific reasoning has a long-term impact
on student achievement. Bao et al. ([2009]. Physics: Learning and scientific
reasoning. Science, 323, 586—587) compared the conceptual understanding
in physics and general scientific reasoning ability of students in China and the
United States. Assessment data were collected from both Chinese and U.S.
freshmen college students before college-level physics instruction so that the data
reflected the students’ knowledge and skill development from their formal and
informal K12 education experiences. Although the Chinese students performed
better on content knowledge, the U.S. students performed better on scientific
reasoning abilities. The researchers concluded that because students ideally need
to develop both content knowledge and transferable reasoning skills, teachers
needed to develop a more balanced method of education. To access the study
“Physics: Learning and Scientific Reasoning,” visit http://www.sciencemag.org.
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Enriching the Classroom With Professionals

People with specialties and expertise are enriching the schools’ curriculum and

engaging students in in-depth studies and creative enterprises (Manzo, K. K.

[2009]. Professionals enrich classroom lessons with expertise. Education Week,

28[20], 8). These activities range from studying historical topics to producing

Shakespearean plays:

* The Stevens Elementary School in Seattle has developed an in-residence
program where historians, artists, and mathematicians work with class-
room teachers to plan lessons and activities.

* Washington Latin School in Washington, D.C. has partnered with the
Shakespeare Theater Company, which teaches the playwright's “Twelfth
Night.” Students then attend the theater’s rendition of the play. The
school also works with a local nonprofit group of retired scientists, engi-
neers, and technicians who help teachers build memorable lessons for
testing various roofing materials against hurricane-type winds.

* University of California, Berkeley, pairs graduate students who have
received training from Community Resources for Science with area teach-
ers to help devise lessons and experiments that they teach once a month
in nearby elementary schools.

All of these partnership activities stimulate enthusiasm for various topics and
also help develop critical skills within a specific domain.

Access to Arts Education

The U.S. Governmental Accountability Office (GAO) recently conducted a
study to examine if students’ access to arts education had changed since the No
Child Left Behind Act. Specifically, Congress asked if the amount of instruc-
tion time for arts education had changed and, if so, which groups have been
more affected than others. The GAO analyzed data from the U.S. Department
of Education survey of 50 state arts officials, interviewed officials in 8 school
districts and 19 schools, and reviewed existing research. Results indicated that
teachers at schools identified as needing improvement and those with higher
percentages of minority students were more likely to report a reduction in
time spent on the arts. School principals have used several strategies to provide
arts education; however, some struggled with decreased budgets and compet-
ing demands on instruction time. Because it was difficult to identify specific
factors that may have contributed to changes in access to arts education for
certain student subgroups, the GAO recommended that future surveys ask
respondents to describe the reasons for any changes in instruction time they
report. To access the full report, “Access to Arts Education,” visit http://www.
gao.gov/new.items/d09286.pdf.
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depth, 66% studied physics, and
55% studied biology. To examine
an abstract of the report, “Depth
Versus Breadth: How Content
Coverage in High School Science
Courses Relates to Later Success in
College Science Coursework,” visit
http://www.virginia.edu/uvatoday/
newsRelease.php?id=7912.

Differences sometimes exist between
course grades and End of Course
Test (EOCT) scores. In Georgia,
Christopher Clark (2009) studied
these grading disparities and found
that some schools and school sys-
tems appear to be inflating course
grades relative to EOCT scores while
others hold their students to higher
standards. To read about “Grading
Disparities in Georgia’s High School,”
visit http://www.gaosa.org/newsletter/
newsletter20309.html

The National Center for Education
Statistics reports that there are 1.5
million homeschooled students
in the United States. The three
reasons given by parents of more
than two thirds of students are con-
cern about the school environment,
desire to provide religious or moral
instruction, and dissatisfaction with
the academic instruction available
at other schools. To access the
full report, visit http://nces.ed.gov/
pubs2009/2009030.pdf.

It is estimated that 1,030,000 K-12
students are enrolled in online
courses. Students take either
online or blended courses in 74.8%
of all districts with approximately
another 15% of the districts plan-
ning to introduce them over the next
3 years. Although the numbers are
impressive, the quality of online
courses, costs, and policies may
slow their growth. To access the full
report, “K—=12 Online Learning: A
2008 Follow-Up of the Survey of the
U. S. School District Administrators,”
visit http://www.sloanconsortium.
org/publications/survey/pdf/k-12_
online_learning_2008.pdf.
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CONTESTS

grants and awards

The Association of Teacher Educa-
tors’ Robert J. Stevenson Schol-
arship provides assistance to
classroom teachers who are work-
ing toward an advanced degree
to enhance teacher leadership
skills through the study of teach-
ing. Eligible applicants are those
who are taking coursework leading
to National Board of Professional
Teaching Standards certification or
who are engaged in the study of
curriculum and instruction and/or
supervision. Applicants must also
be ATE members, be full- or part-
time graduate students, and have a
GPA of at least 3.0 on a 4.0 scale.
The maximum award is $1,200 and
may support tuition, books, or other
education expenses. Deadline is
July 15, 2009. For more informa-
tion, contact Cynthia S. Haggard,
269 Steeplechase Dr., Exton, PA
19341 or visit http://www.ate1.org/
pubs/Stevenson_Scholars.cfm.

The Ezra Jack Keats Foundation
offers mini-grants to school and
public libraries for programs that
encourage literacy and creativ-
ity in children. Programs relating
to the work of Ezra Jack Keats are
welcome, but not required. Eligible
applicants are public schools and
libraries located anywhere in the
United States, including Puerto Rico
and Guam. The maximum award is
$500. Deadline is September 15,
2009. For more information visit
http://www.ezra-jack-keats.org/
programs/index.html.

The Mickelson ExxonMobil 2010
Teachers Academy offers a 5-day
program designed to provide third-
through fifth-grade teachers with
knowledge and skills to motivate
students to pursue careers in sci-
ence and math. Third- through fifth-
grade teachers in the United States
are eligible. Maximum award is an
all-expenses-paid, 5-day program
in July 2010 in Jersey City, NJ.
Deadline: October 31, 2009. For
more information, visit http://www.
sendmyteacher.com/send_your_
teacher.php.
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The School Band and Orchestra Magazine
Essay Scholarship

The School Band and Orchestra Magazine promotes music and arts education in
schools. Their scholarship program awards ten $1,000 scholarships to students
in grades 9-12. All public and private school students (including those who
are homeschooled) are eligible to participate. Students should submit an essay
(250-word maximum) on the topic, “How does music unite cultures within
your school and community?” Scholarship entries will be judged by the SBO
Magazine editorial board and a panel of music professionals. Winners will be
selected from two categories based on grade level. There will be five $1,000
scholarships awarded to students in grades 48 and five $1,000 scholarships
awarded to students in grades 9-12. In addition, music merchandise from
Alfred Publishing, Hershey’s Fund Raising, Yamaha Corporation of America,
and Avedis Zildjian Company will be awarded to the schools of the scholar-
ship winners. Entry forms are available online starting September 1, and the
scholarship deadline is December 31. Previous winning essays are available
on the Web site. For more information, please visit http://www.sbomagazine.
com/ME2/dirsect.asp?sid=F304E8D78FBE4F74B99F91D7AA49CDBA&n
m=Essay+Contest.

American Harlequin Dance Scholarship Program

In an effort to provide better opportunities for young people pursuing per-
forming arts careers, American Harlequin Corporation established an annual
Dance Scholarship Program. American Harlequin manufactures floors for
dance, performing arts, entertainment, and display. Their first annual schol-
arship program started in 1999 and this year they are awarding $25,000 to
20 winners. They hope that this program will offer financial help to young
people who wish to continue to pursue dancing as a career in the midst of
uncertain economic times. U.S. and Canadian citizens between the ages of 15
and 21 years of age and enrolled in a public or private dance school program
may apply. Awards include one $5,000 scholarship, two $3,000 scholarships,
three $2,000 scholarships, two $1,000 scholarships, and twelve $500 schol-
arships. Scholarship winners will be randomly selected by a drawing at the
annual American Harlequin Corporation Corporate meeting to be held in
December 2009. Winners will be notified by mail. Applications must post-
marked by November 1, 2009. For more information, please visit http://www.
harlequinfloors.com/us/en.
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Voice of Democracy Audio-Essay Contest

The Veterans of Foreign Wars seek to encourage millions of America’s young
adults to higher ideals and greater personal achievement through working with
youth in scouting, sports, Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, and scholarship
programs. One of these programs, the Voice of Democracy scholarship contest,
was created to foster patriotism by allowing students the opportunity to voice
their opinion on the given theme of patriotism. The theme is chosen by the
Veterans of Foreign Wars commander-in-chief and is purposefully broad in
scope in order to encourage originality. The Voice of Democracy scholarship
program was started in 1947 and is an audio-essay contest for high school
students in grades 9-12. Each year more than $3 million in scholarships are
awarded. The first-place winner receives a $30,000 scholarship that is paid
directly to the recipient’s American university, college, or vocational/techni-
cal school. Students should submit the entry form, essay, and recording to
a local Veterans of Foreign Wars Post. The deadline is November 1, 2009.
For more information, please visit http://www.vfw.org/index.cfm?fa=cmty.

leveld&did=150.

The L. Ron Hubbard lllustrators
of the Future Contest

The L. Ron Hubbard Illustrators of the Future Contest was started in 1988
as an expression of L. Ron Hubbard’s wish that the relationship between the
written word and the illustrator’s art would not die. No entry fee is required
and artists retain all rights to the illustration. The contest is open to new and
amateur artists from all over the world. Entrants should submit three repro-
ductions of original, unpublished illustrations in a color or black-and-white
medium created from the artist’s imagination. All themes of science fiction
and fantasy illustrations are welcome. The contest has four quarters each year,
running from October 1-December 31, January 1-March 31, April 1-June
30, and July 1-September 30. Entries will be judged by professional artists.
Three cowinners in each quarter receive $500 and a trophy. Winners are also
eligible to compete for the annual grand prize of an additional cash grant of
$5,000 and the grand-prize trophy. Entries must be postmarked on or before
the last day of the quarter. For more information, please visit http://www.
writersofthefuture.com/rules.htm#illus.

CONTESTS

grants and awards

The National Association of Inde-
pendent Schools (NAIS) invites
schools to participate in Chal-
lenge 20/20, a program that brings
together two schools: one from
the United States and one from
outside of the United States.
Teacher-student teams from both
schools work together throughout
the fall 2009 school semester to
come up with a solution to a global
problem. Challenge 20/20 is based
on Jean Frangois Rischard’s book,
“High Noon: 20 Global Problems,
20 Years to Solve Them.” All U.S.
public and private schools are
eligible. The maximum award is
program participation. Deadline is
August 17, 2009. For more informa-
tion and an online application, visit
http://www.nais.org/resources/index.
cfm?ltemNumber=147262.

Lemelson and MIT offer an oppor-
tunity for high school students to
cultivate their creativity and expe-
rience invention. InvenTeam stu-
dents rely on inquiry and hands-on
problem solving to develop inven-
tion prototypes. Science, math, and
technology teachers at public, pri-
vate, and vocational high schools
may apply. The maximum award is
$10,000. The initial application is
available online each fall and due
in the spring for grants awarded the
following academic year. For more
information, visit http://web.mit.edu/
inventeams/apply.html.

The Music Is Revolution Foundation
supports grants to help teachers
implement, support, and/or improve
their ability to provide quality music
education for their students. Only
projects that clearly contain a music
education will be considered. Funds
may be used for supplies, materials,
equipment, transportation for a field
trip, and/or to bring a performer or
musical group to the school. Eligi-
ble applicants include public school
teachers of children in grades K—12.
The maximum award is $500. There
is no deadline. For more information
and an application, visit http://www.
musicisrevolution.org.
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MEETINGS

grants and awards

The Cruise Industry Charitable
Foundation supports academic
enrichment opportunities aimed
at enhancing student proficiencies
in reading, math, and science, par-
ticularly to meet the needs of eco-
nomically disadvantaged students.
Eligible applicants must meet fed-
eral 501(c)(3) requirements. Maxi-
mum award is $66,000. There is no
deadline. For more information visit
http://www.cruisefoundation.org.

Sponsored by the U.S. General
Services Administration, Comput-
ers for Learning place computers
in classrooms and prepare chil-
dren to contribute and compete
in the 21st century. The program
transfers excess federal computer
equipment to schools and educa-
tional nonprofit organizations, giving
special consideration to those with
the greatest need. For more infor-
mation, visit http://www.computers.
fed.gov/Public/home.asp.

The Federal Health Resources and
Services Administration (HRSA)
encourages and informs minority and
disadvantaged teenage students of
educational and career opportu-
nities in health professions and
assists minorities and disadvantaged
students in planning and preparing
for postsecondary education in the
healthcare professions. For more
information about Kids Into Health
Careers, visit http://ask.hrsa.gov/
orgdetail.cfm?0OrgID=1773.

The National Parks supports the
Teacher to Ranger to Teacher
Program (TRT) that links National
Parks units with teachers from Title |
school districts. Under TRT, selected
teachers spend a summer working
as uniformed park rangers and per-
form various duties depending on
their interests and the needs of the
park. Supplemental pay is generally
$300 per week for 8 to 10 weeks of
service. To find out about TRT work
opportunities, visit http://www.nps.
gov/wupa/forteachers/trt.htm.
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JULY

1-5
Mensa Annual Gathering at the Omni William Penn Hotel in Pittsburgh,
PA. For more information, please visit http://www.ag2009.us.mensa.org//
AM/Template.cfm?Section=Home8.

2-6
PG Retreat for families with highly and profoundly gifted children at the Glen
Eyrie Conference Center in Colorado Springs, CO. For more information,
please visit http://pgretreat.com.

10-12
Beyond 1Q Midwest Conference at the Pheasant Run Resort, St. Charles, IL.
For more information, please visit http://www.giftedconferenceplanners.org.

13-24
The 32nd Annual Confratute Summer Institute at the University of
Connecticut in Storrs, CT. Participants can come for one week or both. For
more information, please visit http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/confratute.

Weeks 1 and 2 of the 2009 Summer Institute on Academic Diversity at
The University of Virginia Curry School of Education in Charlottesville,
VA. For more information, please visit http://curry.edschool.virginia.edu/
about-siad-institutes-165.

17-19
Supporting Emotional Needs of the Gifted Conference in Orlando, FL. For
more information, please visit http://www.sengifted.org/conference_about.
shtml.

20-21
The 7th Annual Institute for Teachers of Gifted Youth at the University of
South Dakota in Vermillion, SD. For more information, please visit heep://
www.usd.edu/ed/ci/gifted/institute.cfm.

26-31
The 13th Annual Edufest at Boise State University in Boise, ID. For more
information, please visit http://www.edufest.org.

29-31
The New Mexico Association for the Gifted (NMAG) 2009 Summer Institute
on Gifted Education at the Embassy Suites Hotel in Albuquerque, NM. For
more information, please visit http://nmgifted.org/SI2009/S12009_FLyer.pdf.
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31-AUGUST 2
California Homeschooling Network Family Expo at the Ontario
Marriott Hotel in Ontario, CA. For more information, please visit htep://
californiahomeschool.net/events/expo/familyexpo.htm.

AUGUST

3-7
The World Council for Gifted and Talented (WCGTC) 18th Biennial
Conference at the Sheraton Vancouver Wall Centre Hotel in Vancouver,
Canada. For more information, please visit http://conference.world-gifted.org.

24-27
The International Centre for Innovation in Education (ICIE-Paris) Conference
in Ulm, Germany. For more information, please visit http://icieparis.net/
icie_conference.

OCTOBER

1
National Talent Network (NTN) 5th Annual Gifted & Talented Learning
Fair at EIRC in Sewell, NJ. For more information, please visit http://www.
eirc.org/website/Programs-+and+-Services/National-Talent-Network/Gifted-
and-Talented-Resources.html.

1-2
The Wisconsin Association for Talented and Gifted (WATG) 2009 Annual
Fall Conference at the Kalahari Resort and Conference Center in Wisconsin
Dells, WI. For more information, please visit http://www.watg.org,.

4-6
The Kansas Association for Gifted, Talented and Creative (KGTC) confer-
ence in Lawrence, KS. For more information, please visit http://www.kgtc.
org/convention.htm.

5-6
Iowa Talented and Gifted Association (ITAG) 2009 Conference at the Coralville
Marriott Hotel and Conference Center in Coralville, IA. For more informa-
tion, please visit http://64.23.57.146/iowatag/HTML/2009conference.html.

MEETINGS

did you know ...

... 69.8% of the school districts had
at least one student who had taken
an online course.

... 41% of the school districts had
at least one student who had taken
a blended course.

... 14% of the districts had at least
one K-5 student enrolled in an
online or blended course.

... 17% of the districts had at least
one 6-8 student enrolled in an
online or blended course.

... 69% of the districts had at least
one 9-12 student enrolled in an
online or blended course.

... 5% of the districts responded
that online or blended courses were
important because they offered
courses not otherwise available at
the school.

... 74% of the districts responded
that online or blended courses were
important because they met the
needs of specific groups of students.
... 68% of the districts responded
that online or blended courses were
important because they offered
Advanced Placement or college-level
courses.

... 49% of the districts responded
that they viewed issues about
course development and/or pur-
chasing costs as important.

... 45% of the districts responded
that they viewed concerns about
receiving funding based on student
attendance as important.

... 46.5% of the districts that have
fully online courses use postsecond-
ary institutions as their provider.
... 40.7% of the districts that have
fully online courses use virtual schools
in their states as their provider.

Results are from A. G. Picciano and J.
Seaman’s (2009) study, K—12 Online
Learning: A 2008 Follow-Up Survey
of U. S. School District Administra-
tors, which was supported by the
Sloan Foundation and conducted by
researchers from Hunter and Babson
Colleges. The 867 respondents rep-
resented 5.4% of all school districts
of interest in all 50 states and DC.
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“The purpose of Rtl is squarely improving
results for students: All students. Indeed,
RtI 1s not about special education, nor gen-
eral education, nor talented and gifted, nor

at-risk, nor migrant education . . . Rtl 1s
about Every Education” (Tilly, 2009, p. 12).

Response to Intervention (Rtl) is sweep-
ing the country, changing the way chil-
dren’s educational needs are recognized and
met. Rel was introduced through special
education legislation as part of IDEA 2004
and offered an alternative approach for
identifying students with learning disabili-
ties (Bender & Shores, 2007). Its impact
today, however, has moved well beyond
this initial goal (Council for Exceptional
Children, 2007). Rdl is designed to bring
together information about the child’s
strengths and needs with evidence-based
instructional approaches that support the
child’s success (Kirk, Gallagher, Coleman,
& Anastasiow, 2009). Although Rl is still
an emerging practice, it hinges on a col-
laborative approach to recognizing and
responding to the needs of each child. This
collaborative approach requires educators
to think about the child first and match
the supports and services to the child’s
strengths and needs. The allocation of
resources follows the supports and services,
promoting synergy rather than increasing
fragmentation, as the needs of the child
increase. In other words, within the Rtl
model, when the child’s needs are the most
intense, educational resources can be com-
bined to provide greater support. This use
of resources differs significantly from the
traditional approaches where as the needs
of the child intensify, the supports and

services become more separate and rigidly

codified with clear boundaries delineating
the allocation of resources.

Key components of Rtl include: (a) a
tiered approach to supports and services;
(b) early intervention prior to formal iden-
tification; (c) screening, assessments, and
progress monitoring (dynamic assessments
to determine the child’s needs and to plan
instruction); (d) the use of standard pro-
tocol interventions; and (e) collaborative
problem-solving and planning for the child
with the parents. This article will explore
what gifted education might look like
within an Rtl framework.

The Tiered Approach to
Supports and Services

The use of tiered approaches to support-
ing strengths is not new for gifted education.
We have relied on curriculum differentiation
strategies that promote tiered lessons and
units for many years (Tomlinson, 1999).
The tiered approach within Rtl extends
this thinking to the supports and services
provided. What this might look like in each

service tier is briefly presented below.
Tier |

The general education classroom offers a
quality learning environment, nurtures all
children with a focus on high-end learning
opportunities, uses dynamic assessments
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The focus of Rtl 1s on
early intervention, the
early provision of services
that build on the child’s
strengths and address his
or her learning needs.

including whole-class screenings for
potential, and uses standardized prog-
ress monitoring to document children’s
mastery of the curriculum. (The gen-
eral education teacher is responsible for
supports and differentiation.)

Tier Il

A collaborative approach provides
additional supports and learning
opportunities for children based on
strengths and needs. It responds to
the child based on data showing evi-
dence of strengths, needs, and inter-
ests; provides supports often to small
groups of children within the general
classroom setting; administers indi-
vidual assessments to understand the
child’s strengths and develop plans for
differentiated instruction; and uses a
standard protocol to offer additional
challenges and high-end learning
opportunities. (Collaboration between
the general and gifted education teach-
ers is essential, with parents being
included in the discussion of the child’s
strengths and weaknesses.)

Tier 1l

More intense and individualized
services are provided to meet the needs
of the child. Assessments, including
additional information regarding the

child’s strengths and a body-of-evi-
dence (including standardized mea-
sures), are conducted to look at the
child’s needs. Nomination for formal
identification is considered and parents
are included in the decision making.
(The gifted education specialist may
take the lead at this point.)

Early Intervention
to Support the
Child’s Strengths

The focus of Rtl is on early inter-
vention, the early provision of services
that build on the child’s strengths and
address his or her learning needs.
Early intervention is critical in order
to prevent problems, to mitigate the
impact of existing problems, and to
ensure that strengths do not diminish.
Early intervention generally focuses on
remediation to shore-up areas of weak-
ness for the child. For gifted children,
however, the early intervention focuses
on nurturing potential to support the
child’s areas of strength. With the Rtl
approach, early intervention can begin
as soon as the strengths of the child
are recognized—often well before the
child is formally identified as gifted.
In this way, the child’s strengths are
nurtured during the first years of
schooling, building a strong platform

for the child’s continued success. In
many schools, formal identification
of giftedness does not take place until
the end of second or third grade; thus,
young children with high potential are
left with little to no additional support.
Early recognition of and response to
the child’s strengths is important for all
children, but it is essential for young
gifted children from culturally/linguis-
tically diverse and economically disad-
vantaged families. The focus on early
nurturing of potential helps to ensure
that each child is placed on a trajectory
for maximum success.

Screening, Assessment,
and Progress Monitoring

The use of screening to recognize chil-
dren with high potential is part of the
culture of gifted education. Screening
remains critical within an Rel approach.
Assessments concentrate on the child’s
strengths and include both formal and
informal measures to document the
child’s needs. The newer feature of
assessment, introduced by Rtl, is prog-
ress monitoring. Progress monitoring
requires the use of dynamic assessments
to monitor the child’s mastery of spe-
cific learning objectives and to inform
instruction. It relies on standardized
measures of skill development and on
curriculum-based measurements of
content mastery. These measurements
are used to document where the child
“is” in relation to normative expecta-
tions when compared with others of
his or her same age and/or in relation
to curriculum mastery for grade-level
expectations. For gifted children, in
their areas of strength, this documen-
tation must reflect early mastery of
content and may require the use of
off-grade-level measures to accurately
capture the child’s learning levels. In
this way, progress monitoring docu-
ments the child’s actual mastery so that
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appropriate adjustments in curriculum
and instruction can be made. Thus, for
gifted children, progress-monitoring
data become the foundation for cur-
riculum compacting by documenting
the need for additional enrichment or
acceleration.

Standard Protocols
for Instruction

The use of research-based practices
to provide appropriate support for chil-
dren is a mainstay within Rel. Research-
based standard protocols are developed
to bring consistency to instruction
and to help ensure that all children
have access to learning opportunities
that are grounded in “best practice.”
Standard protocols provide teachers
with predetermined and ready-made
lessons, strategies, and instructional
materials to be used with their students.
Currently, most standard protocols are
aimed at providing intensive support
for children who are struggling with
reading or math. Standard protocols
for gifted students will look different
from these because they will focus on
the child’s strengths, ensuring that rig-
orous curriculum is provided. Standard
protocols for children in their areas of
strength have not yet been widely devel-
oped within our field. As we move to
develop these, we can draw on our rich
history of curriculum differentiation to
design high-end learning protocols that
can be used to support children with
strengths and interests across the cur-
riculum (Tomlinson, 1999; VanTassel-
Baska, 2003).

Collaborative
Problem-Solving With
Parental Involvement

In addition to the use of standard
protocols to respond to the needs

Meeting the Needs of Gifted Students Within an Rtl Framework

of children, Rtl includes a collab-
orative problem-solving approach.
Some advocates of Rtl see these as
mutually exclusive approaches to
addressing children’s needs. For gifted
children, however, standard protocols
and collaborative problem-solving
approaches seem to be extremely
compatible and mutually comple-
mentary. Standard protocols can and
should be used to meet the needs of
gifted children, yet these alone often
will not be enough. Collaborative
problem solving is a key addition
because it (a) ensures that families are
included as partners in planning; (b)
provides a vehicle to allow planning
for the child to go beyond standard
protocols (e.g., social and emotional
needs, dual-enrollment opportunities,
interest-based learning, independent
studies); and (c) can be used to plan
for gifted children with more unique
and/or complex needs (e.g., twice-
exceptional children, gifted English
language learners, highly gifted chil-
dren). Collaborative planning across
school personnel and with families
has always been considered important
within gifted education and should
remain so within an Rtl framework.

Conclusion on Rtl
and Gifted Education

Thinking about how gifted edu-
cation fits within an Rtl framework
provides an opportunity to reexam-
ine what we believe about meeting the
needs of children. Some reflections on
Rt for gifted education include:

* the emphasis within Rtl on early
intervention or the recognition of
strengths prior to formal identi-
fication reminds us of our com-
mitment to nurture potential in
all children;

* the provision of tiered responses
that scaffold learning and support

across general and gifted educa-
tion reminds us of our commit-
ment to excellence for all;

* the use of dynamic assessments
that inform instruction reminds us
of the importance of data-driven
decision making;

* the use of standard protocols
reminds us that rigorous curricu-
lum is central to differentiated
instruction; and

* the use of collaborative planning
reminds of the importance of part-
nerships with parents as we plan to
meet the child’s needs.

All in all, done correctly, gifted edu-
cation can be a good fit with the Rtl
approach! aer
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Intervention Central
http://www.interventioncentral.org

The site for all things Rel: processes,
forms, charts, links, and interventions.

National Center on
Response to Intervention

http://www.rti4success.org

This center’s mission is to provide
technical assistance and dissemina-
tion about proven and promising
models for Rtl and Early Intervening
Services (EIS) to state and local edu-
cators, families, and other stakehold-
ers. The center works in four areas: (1)
knowledge production, which involves
a Technical Review Committee of
experts who will independently evalu-
ate the scientific rigor, conditions for
successful implementation, and the
cultural and linguistic competence
of all identified models (and compo-
nents); (2) implementation supports,
which involve training and follow-up
activities to scale-up Rtl and EIS on a
broad scale; (3) information dissemi-
nation, which involves forming com-

Useful

Web Sites for
RtI Implementation
and Strategies

munities of practice to improve the
likelihood that consumers will adopt
RtI models; and (4) formative evalua-
tion, which involves an assessment of
the quality, implementation, impact,
and cost effectiveness of the services

offered.

The Iris Center
http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu

Materials by Fuchs and Fuchs, two of
the most prolific and influential people
in Rl today, are located at this center.

What Works Clearinghouse

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc

This site is filled with research and
papers that detail what government
research has found.

National Center on Student
Progress Monitoring

http://www.studentprogress.org

Charts, graphs, and probes are pro-
vided for progress monitoring.
This site has downloadable articles,

PowerPoint presentations, Frequently
Asked Questions documents, and
additional resources about screen-
ing, student progress monitoring,
Curriculum-Based Measurement,
applying decision making to IEPs, and
other research-based topics. All pub-
lications are designed to inform and
assist audiences in implementing stu-
dent progress monitoring at the class-
room, building, local, or state level. In
addition, the center has established a
standard process to evaluate the sci-
entific rigor of commercially available
tools to monitor students’ progress.

AlMSweb
http://www.aimsweb.com

This site offers materials and a progress
monitoring system.

Phonological Awareness Literacy
Screening—University of Virginia
http://pals.virginia.edu

Research and information on screen-
ing, diagnostic, and progress monitor-
ing for literacy is provided.
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IDEA Partnership
http://ideapartnership.org
Offers Dialogue Guides focused on

conducting interactive discussions
about the process of Rel.

Reading Rockets
http://www.readingrockets.org

This site provides reading probes and
readability formulas, as well as a wealth
of reading resources.

RTI Action Network
http://rtinetwork.org

The National Center for Learning
Disabilities provides Rtl information
and offers an online community to
connect with others at this Web site.

National Research Center
on Learning Disabilities (NRCLD)
Learning Disabilities Resource Kit

http://www.nrcld.org/resource_kit

NRCLD has developed a kit to help
navigate changes related to specific
learning disability determination and
responsiveness to intervention. All
materials in the kit are in the public
domain. Authorization to reproduce it
in whole or in part is granted. Sections
of the kit include: General Information,
Tools for Change, Getting Started
Manual, Rtl Manual, PowerPoint
Presentations, and Parent Pages.

National Association of School
Psychologists Resources—
Response to Intervention

http://www.nasponline.org/resources/
rti/index.aspx

One of the early adopter groups of Rtl,
the National Association of School
Psychologists offers an excellent selec-
tion of research and implications for
school psychologists and assessment
issues on this Web site.

Great Schools.net: Your Child
With Learning Difficulties
(formerly Schwab Learning)

http://www.greatschools.net/content/
specialNeeds.page?fromSchwab=1

Compilations of interventions and
educational ideas are provided.

Joe Witt: Resources and
Research on STEEP and RTI

http://www.joewitt.org

Leading researcher and author about
Rtl, Joe Witt shares resources and infor-
mation on Response to Intervention,
instruction, and progress monitoring.

OSEP Technical Assistance
Center on Positive Behavioral
Interventions & Supports

http://www.pbis.org

The center has been established to
give schools capacity-building infor-
mation and technical assistance for
identifying, adapting, and sustain-
ing effective schoolwide disciplinary
practices. The overall goals of the cen-
ter are to: (a) identify and enhance
knowledge about, and practical dem-
onstration of, schoolwide PBS prac-
tices, systems, and outcomes along
the three-tiered continuum (primary,
secondary, tertiary); and (b) develop,
conduct, and evaluate technical assis-
tance and dissemination efforts that
allow evidence-based practices to be
implemented on a large scale with
high durability and effectiveness. The
PBIS Center has recently released a
newsletter article on the relationship
between PBIS and Rtl. This article
can be accessed at http://www.pbis.
org/rti/default.aspx.

Center for Early Literacy Learning
http://www.earlyliteracylearning.org

This project is using a tiered model of
intervention approach as part of their

conceptual framework in identifying
evidence-based practices that promote
literacy and language development in
young children (0-5). Tier 1 includes
literacy-rich learning opportunities
that are the contexts for skill acqui-
sition for all young children, Tier 2
includes specific instructional prac-
tices that promote literacy learning
for all young children, and Tier 3
includes specialized practices for sup-
porting the literacy learning of young
children with disabilities or learning
difficulties that need more specialized
interventions. CELL is currently con-
ducting research syntheses on various
practices that promote language and
literacy. Based on their research syn-
theses, they will ultimately be devel-
oping six practice guide toolkits for
practitioners and families that address
various age levels (infant, toddler,
preschooler), formal and informal
practices, different literacy-related
competencies (print-related and lin-
guistic processing), and the three tiers
of intervention.

Council for Exceptional
Children’s Blog

http://cecblog.typepad.com/rti/

About Rtl and moderated by Cara
Shores, this site offers regular tips and
strategies for implementation.

Scientifically Based Research
http://www.gosbr.net

This site has ideas and links for practi-
tioners based on proven practices.

Dr. Mac’s Behavior
Management Site

http://www.behavioradvisor.com

This site is full of strategies for behav-
ioral and emotional issues.
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Response to Intervention (RtI) has promise for helping students,
particularly ones with disabilities, achieve higher levels of academic
~ and behavioral success in the general education classroom. But what
does it mean for gifted students or for those who are gifted and

have a learning disability, such as twice-exceptional students? How "‘
might current RtI models be amended to identify and support the
advanced learning needs of children who learn at a faster pace and

require more complex curricula? In this article, we will describe the
various RtI frameworks and describe five states where there is either
active consideration for gifted education in their state’s RtI policies -
or potential for gifted education to play a role.




Rtl Models
for Gifted Children

by Karen Rollins, Chrystyna V. Mursky,
Sneha Shah-Coltrane, and Susan K. Johnsen

Rtl Models That Focus
on Children With Disabilities

When examining Response to Intervention practices,
most models incorporate multitiered interventions. Within
each tier, the intervention varies in terms of identification,
intensity, and duration (Mellard, Byrd, Johnson, Tollefson,
& Boesche, 2004). The majority of Rtl models include a sys-
tem for monitoring learner progress, leadership and profes-
sional development, scientifically based practices in general
education and in progressive tiers, and objective cut points
for identifying student responsiveness (Mellard et al., 2004).

Two types of methods are generally used within the
tiers of services: a standard protocol model (O’Connor,
Harty, & Fulmer, 2005; Vaughn, Linan-Thompson, &
Hickman, 2003) and a problem-solving model (Deno,
2002; Kovaleski, 2002; Tilly, Reschly, & Grimes, 1999).

The Standard Protocol Model

The standard protocol model requires the use of sci-
entifically based classroom instruction for all students
using the same curriculum, the same program, and/or the
same management strategies; regular administration of
curriculum-based assessments; and frequent comparisons
of at-risk students to expected or normal growth (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 2005). Because educators do not have to make any
decisions, it is relatively easy to train practitioners to use
an intervention correctly with large numbers of students.
Many times the lessons are scripted to ensure the quality of

the intervention and to avoid relying on professionals with
uneven training and background (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005).
The goal of this model is to achieve mastery for the majority
of students and to ensure the fidelity of the intervention
so that students who meet the criterion for more intensive
services actually need them—and not because they received
inadequate instruction.

Fuchs and Fuchs (2005) described an elementary school
that uses a standard protocol Rtl model for students with
reading difficulties. For screening, each first-grade student is
administered a curriculum-based measurement word iden-
tification fluency assessment (CBM-WIF) in September.
All students in Tier 1 instruction receive a validated read-
ing curriculum program. To ensure that the reading pro-
gram is implemented correctly, the school’s lead reading
teacher observes each first-grade teacher’s classroom quar-
terly. Teachers keep records that monitor each student’s
progress. Students who are not learning approximately
1.75 words per week receive Tier 2 instruction. In Tier
2, students receive 45 minutes of instruction four times
each week in groups of one to three from tutors who have
completed training. The lead reading teacher also observes
these tutors and provides corrective feedback. Once each
week, the lead reading teacher meets with all tutors for one
hour to examine the students’ CBM-WIF graphs and to
problem solve about students whose progress is inadequate.
Tutoring sessions then focus on specific areas of student
weakness that might include phonological awareness,
letter-sound recognition, decoding, sight word recogni-
tion, short story reading with highly explicit instruction,
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and self-regulated learning strategies to
increase motivation and goal-directed
learning. In this model, the third tier
is referral to special education, which
includes a comprehensive evaluation
phase. Across all tiers, teams have
empirically set decision rules to plan
changes based on past research with
specific interventions.

In summary, the standard protocol
Rtl model uses a common, standard-
ized curriculum in Tier 1, monitors
students to identify those who are not
making progress as expected, provides
for collaboration among special and
general educators, and refers to special-
ized services in Tier 3 if the student
does not progress as expected (New
Mexico Public Education Department,
2008). Although the standard protocol
is used primarily for children who may
need additional support for success in
reading, it also might be used with
children who are advanced in read-
ing if the standard curriculum can be
differentiated.

The Problem-Solving Model

The problem-solving model does
not use a standard program for all
students. Instead, it relies on a system
of increasingly intensive interventions
that are planned and implemented
by school personnel with increasing
levels of knowledge and expertise that
ultimately results in an effective pro-
gram for a particular student (Deno,
2002; Mellard et al., 2004). The four-
level problem-solving model generally
involves (a) identifying the problem,
(b) designing and implementing inter-
ventions, (c) monitoring the student’s
progress and modifying the inter-
ventions according to the student’s
responsiveness, and (d) planning the
next steps. Because the use of a single
program is not dictated, the level of
expertise and the need for collaborative
consultation are much higher.

For example, the Minneapolis
Public Schools use a three-stage prob-
lem-solving model (Hegranes, Casey,
& Marston, 2006). The problem-
solving steps include (a) problem
identification, (b) problem definition,
(c) designing intervention plans, (d)
implementing interventions, and (e)
problem solution. In Stage 1, class-
room intervention, the teacher identi-
fies specific concerns and baseline data
are collected for an individual student.
Other relevant information is collected
from the student, parents, and staff
members, and includes school history
and relevant health issues. Classroom
modifications are then made and the
student’s progress is documented for
4-6 weeks. Following this modifica-
tion and perhaps other modifications,
the student may enter Stage 2. At this
stage, a team of educators provides
research-based intervention strategies
and ideas to the general education
teacher. Besides the general education
teacher, the team may include a Title I
teacher, counselor, social worker, psy-
chologist, speech and language pathol-
ogist, special education teacher(s),
and building administrator. The team
establishes a goal and an intervention
is selected. To maintain the integrity of
the intervention, activities are moni-
tored and documented. These data are
then used to document student prog-
ress and evaluate the effectiveness of
the suggested interventions, approxi-
mately 6-8 weeks later. The team then
decides to continue the intervention,
to modify the intervention, or to refer
the student for special education evalu-
ation—Stage 3.

In summary, the problem-solving
RtI model uses varied curriculum and
multiple interventions, monitors stu-
dents to identify those who are mak-
ing or not making expected progress,
provides for collaboration among a
range of educators, and refers to spe-

cial education services if the suggested
interventions are ineffective.

Rtl Models That Include
Gifted and Talented
Students

Although most of the current mod-
els address only those students who
are not progressing as expected, some
Rtl models have included gifted and
talented students. These models tend
to use a problem-solving approach
and incorporate (a) curriculum and
instructional practices, (b) monitoring
of student progtess, (c) collaboration,
and/or (d) tiered levels of services. This
section will describe two of these mod-
els in detail and other state Rtl models
that include gifted students.

U-STARS~PLUS

Sneha Shah-Coltrane describes
U-STARS-PLUS (Using Science,
Talents, Abilities to Recognize Students
~ Promoting Learning for Under-
represented Students) as focusing on
the early nurturing, recognition, and
response to children with outstanding
potential in the early years of school-
ing. This focus on early nurturing of
potential is especially important for
children from historically underrep-
resented populations. Too often in
our schools, outstanding potential of
students is not tapped and remains
hidden, leading to disengagement of
learning and, over time, the loss of
talent. It is critical for educators to
intentionally create classroom and
school environments that bring out the
best in young children. By intention-
ally bringing out the best in students,
we are able to maximize outstanding
potential, create an achievement-
orientation to schooling, and ensure
that children’s needs are met. With the
focus on general education, all of this
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can take place prior to formal identifi-
cation, which for most gifted children is
in the later years of elementary school.
The U-STARS-PLUS approach is
centered in the K-3 regular education
classroom and first serves a// students
with more intense interventions for
children who show additional needs.

Tiered Approach to Support and
Services. Five primary U-STARS-PLUS
components are integrated within
the principles of Rtl: High-End
Learning Opportunities, Systematic
Observation of Students, centered
around the Teacher’s Observation of
Potential in Students (TOPS) forms,
Hands-On/Inquiry-Based Science,
Family Partnerships, and Systemic
Capacity Building. When taken
together, they synergize to have the
greatest impact for children to maxi-
mize their potential.

Tier 1. U-STARS-PLUS focuses
on high-end learning opportuni-
ties, hands-on/inquiry-based science,
dynamic assessment, and a systematic
whole-class observation of potential.
Using the Teacher’s Observation of
Potential in Students (TOPS) forms,
the general education classroom
teacher ensures that // children are
given the support and opportunity to
show their best, without a predeter-
mined decision as to who is “gifted.”
The TOPS is a classroom observa-
tional tool to guide teachers as they
observe their children in multiple
settings over time and recognize out-
standing potential. U-STARS-PLUS
is founded on a key principle that a
child’s needs are best understood by
building a body of evidence relating
to multiple perspectives of a child. In
a classroom environment that inten-
tionally cultivates potential, the TOPS
begins with a whole-class observation,
ensuring that all children are being
observed systematically, and leads to
individual observations of children
as the need becomes apparent. As

teachers utilize the TOPS, their view
of children refocuses from “at-risk” to
“at-potential” and they further mod-
ify the curriculum and instruction to
respond to needs.

Tier I1. Based on the whole-class
observation of students in the general
education classroom, which is guided
by the TOPS, students who may need
more support are recognized. At this
point, an individual TOPS is com-
pleted, along with work sampling
and other classroom assessments to

Rtl Models for Gifted Children

Tier III. As observation and class-
room responses continue, more intense
and individualized services are pro-
vided to meet the needs of particular
children with high-end needs. The
individual TOPS is augmented with
additional information regarding the
child’s strengths/needs and a body of
evidence is built to take a closer look
at the child. Nomination for formal
gifted identification may be considered
at this point, and families are included
in the decision-making process. The

U-STARS~PLUS is founded on a
key principle that a child’s needs

are best understood by building

a body of evidence relating to

multiple perspectives of a child.

help teachers understand the child’s
strengths/needs. Based on this evi-
dence, a plan for differentiated cur-
riculum and instruction is developed.
Differentiated instruction is primar-
ily delivered in the general education
classroom using a variety of strategies,
including science as a focused con-
tent area. By providing differentiated
experiences in science, as well as other
areas, children become engaged with
learning, problem solve in meaning-
ful ways, and develop literacy skills
and content-rich concepts and under-
standings. Collaboration with gifted
education specialists at this level also
is helpful. This is an ongoing process
and teachers are encouraged to look
for students who may need additional
enrichment and challenge throughout
the year. Families often are included
in discussion of the child’s strengths at
this level of support.

lead for this high level of support may
be the gifted education specialist.
Dynamic Assessment (Progress
Monitoring). In order for support
and services to match student needs,
dynamic assessment that informs
instruction is crucial. U-STARS-PLUS
uses the TOPS as the focused tool for
systematic teacher observation of stu-
dents and to inform classroom instruc-
tion. Beginning with the whole-class
observation in Tier I and moving
toward more individualized observa-
tions ensures that our recognition of
the child’s strengths is matched with
differentiated curricula and instruc-
tion early to ensure his or her suc-
cess. Teachers use basic differentiation
strategies so that as students’ needs
change, so can their learning experi-
ences. Curriculum compacting also is
used along with assessments designed
to document the students’ learning
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needs. These assessment practices are
similar to progress monitoring in the
Rtl approach in that they work to
document the child’s mastery of the
curriculum so that appropriate next
steps can be planned.

Collaboration. U-STARS-PLUS
believes that collaboration with other
school personnel and families of stu-
dents is critical to ensure success for
children in school. Meaningful part-
nerships are established with families
so that educators and families learn
together and work toward creating the
most appropriate learning experiences
for children. As teachers use the TOPS
to guide their observations and build a
body of evidence for the child, they are
encouraged to seek input from other
school personnel and from family
members to provide a more complete
understanding of a child’s strengths
and needs. The decision to formally
identify a child as gifted is made
through a collaborative process when
the child needs more intense support.

Wisconsin

Chrystyna V. Mursky describes how
the Wisconsin Department of Public
Instruction (DPI) has expanded upon
the special education application of
Response to Intervention to include
gifted students. DPI acknowledges the
merits of using Rtl for students that are
at risk for failure, but also recognizes
the potential it holds for achieving
higher levels of academic and behav-
ioral success for a// students, including
those whose needs extend beyond the
core curriculum. For this reason, they
have named the framework Response to
Intervention/ Instruction, which reflects
their inclusive philosophy. Members
who have contributed to the model are
from a variety of different DPI teams.

DPI believes that the concept of
Response to Intervention/Instruction
is, on the one hand, quite simple

The Wisconsin
Department of Public
Instruction suggests

that Rtl begins

with high-quality
instruction based on
rigorous curriculum
and research-based

effective practice.

because it is based on collaborative
decision making using sound assess-
ments to determine if what teachers
are doing is working. On the other
hand, it also believes Rtl is quite com-
plex because it represents a systems
change—a process that often takes
3—6 years to complete. Individual
districts in Wisconsin make their
own curricular and assessment deci-
sions, so the DPI does not prescribe
any particular Rtl framework (such as
the three-tiered model), but advocates
that a successful Rtl system integrates
three key components: (a) high-quality
instructional practice, (b) continuous
review of student progress, and (c)
collaboration.

High-Quality Instruction. The
Wisconsin Department of Public
Instruction suggests that Rtl begins
with high-quality instruction based
on rigorous curriculum and research-
based effective practice. Tomlinson
(2005) described several key aspects
that characterize this curriculum.
It (a) focuses on rich and profound
ideas of the discipline; (b) engages
students emotionally and cognitively;
(c) requires students to solve problems,
address issues, and create products;

and (d) is relevant to students’ lives.
McTighe (2008) provided guidance on
how to design and implement curricu-
lum that reflects Tomlinson’s charac-
teristics. Teachers begin by identifying
the desired results, a four-step process.
First, teachers establish relevant goals
based on content standards, course
or program objectives, learning out-
comes, and the like. Second, they
specify the enduring understandings,
or the big ideas, that are embedded
in the goals. These goals are phrased
in ways that are relevant to students’
experiences and interests in order to
engage them in learning. This step is
important as it focuses the curriculum
on the profound ideas of the discipline,
moving beyond facts and information.
Examples of the big ideas include
change, patterns, and power. Third,
teachers develop essential questions
that foster inquiry, understanding of
the big ideas, problem solving, and
transfer of learning. Finally, teachers
define what students will know and
be able to do and how the knowledge
and skills will help students master the
enduring understandings. The core or
universal curriculum is comprised of
the goals, enduring understandings,
and essential questions created as a
result of this four-step process. This
rich and rigorous core curriculum is
designed for all students and is gener-
ally not differentiated.

According to McTighe (2008), the
next step is determining what evidence
will be gathered so that students can
demonstrate that they have mas-
tered the targeted knowledge, skills,
and understandings. This evidence
is composed primarily of authentic,
complex performance tasks that pro-
vide students opportunities to grapple
with ideas and issues. The tasks focus
on real-world contexts, ask students
to apply knowledge and skills they
have acquired to novel situations, and
require students to support their work.
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Clear criteria for assessing the prod-
ucts or performances are established
and communicated to the students.
Teachers may differentiate the specific
tasks in order to maximize students’
chances of demonstrating what they
know, understand, and can do. In
addition to authentic performance
tasks, students are given other oppor-
tunities to demonstrate achievement.
These might include tests, quizzes,
homework, and journals. Students
also benefit from reflecting upon and
self-assessing their own learning, which
helps them become more independent.
McTighe suggested that only after the
core curriculum has been established
and the acceptable evidence defined do
teachers plan learning experiences and
instruction.

Central to the success of Wisconsin’s
Response to Intervention/Instruction
framework is putting students at the
center of these decisions. High-quality
classroom instructional practices
respond to students’ individual differ-
ences to help them meet academic and
behavioral benchmarks. Teachers are
flexible in planning learning oppor-
tunities, a method often referred to
as differentiated instruction. As previ-
ously mentioned, the established goals,
enduring understandings, and essential
questions represent the core curriculum
and are rarely differentiated. Students,
however, differ in their readiness,
learning profiles, interests, and talents.
Learning opportunities therefore must
be differentiated to engage each student
in meaningful tasks that offer an appro-
priate level of challenge. Teachers adjust
their instruction to meet the needs of
the learners rather than expecting the
learners to adjust to their teaching.
High-quality instruction is useful in
several ways: It motivates and chal-
lenges the students, requires the stu-
dents to acquire and apply knowledge,
skills, and dispositions, and allows
for the students to demonstrate their

progress. For students who are not
able to meet academic and behavioral
benchmarks with simple differentiation
or for students who have already met
or exceeded the benchmarks, high-
quality instruction provides appropriate
interventions. These interventions can
include targeted support, scaffolding,
additional practice, enrichment, com-
pacting, or acceleration. Determining
which differentiated learning opportu-
nities or interventions best match stu-
dent needs is accomplished by assessing
student progress.

Continuous Review of Student
Progress. The relationship between
assessment and instruction is well
documented. For example, Wiggins
(1998) stated that school-based assess-
ment should aim mainly to improve
student performance. Danielson
(2007) noted that effective teachers
actively and systematically elicit infor-
mation about students’ understanding
in order to monitor their progress and
make instructional decisions. It’s this
link between assessment and instruc-
tion that makes it evident why the sec-
ond key component in the Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction’s
Rl framework is continuous review

Learning
opportunities
therefore must be
differentiated to
engage each student
in meaningful
tasks that offer an
appropriate level of
challenge.
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of student progress using a balanced
assessment system.

This balanced assessment system
includes sound summative, bench-
mark, and formative measures that
Wisconsin school districts select to
provide a complete and clear picture
of students’ strengths and challenges.
McTighe (2008) referred to this sys-
tem as creating a “photo album” of
a student rather than simply taking
a “snapshot.” In this approach, mul-
tiple sources of evidence are gathered
over time, each type serving a par-
ticular purpose. Summative assess-
ments are large-scale and are used to
determine how groups of students,
school districts, and the states are
progressing. They inform curriculum
decisions and determine Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP). Examples of
summative assessments include state
testing systems and the National
Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP). Benchmark assessments, such
as district common assessments, help
determine to what extent students are
progressing and how well a program
is working. Formative assessments are
ongoing and are administered on a
daily basis in the classroom. They are
used to consider what learning comes
next for students and to make timely
adjustments in instruction. Formative
assessments should include authen-
tic performance tasks as well as other
types of assessments, such as tests,
quizzes, journals, presentations, and so
on (Wiggins, 1998).

Continuous review of student prog-
ress draws on a balanced assessment
system as a framework for constant
inquiry to determine: (a) what stu-
dents know and can do (screening);
(b) how students are responding to
differentiated, core instruction (ongo-
ing assessment); and (c) how students
are responding to interventions (prog-
ress monitoring). Screening precedes
instruction. It may be summative
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(e.g., standardized achievement tests),
benchmark (e.g., common assess-
ments), or formative (e.g., spelling
pretest or KWL chart). The purpose
of screening measures is to assess what
students already know and understand
and what they can already do. This
information guides decisions about
how to differentiate the core curricu-
lum. Teachers are able to determine
how they might scaffold learning
opportunities to provide struggling
students the support to be successful
or to provide advanced students addi-
tional challenge.

Ongoing assessment is most com-
monly formative. Teachers frequently
use different methods to determine the
effectiveness of the differentiation they
planned. They may use strategies such
as thumbs-up-thumbs-down, quizzes,
or oral summaries to ascertain whether
students are learning. If students are
responding to the strategy being used,
it is continued. If students are not
responding to the strategy, teachers
make adjustments.

Progress monitoring is aimed at
students who require interventions
beyond the core curriculum, whether
it is additional support for struggling
students or additional challenge for
high-ability students. Individual
student targets are set, instructional
strategies are outlined, and progress
is closely watched. Daily, formative
assessments are used to determine
whether students are responding
to the intervention and whether
anticipated progress is being made.
Benchmark, diagnostic assessments
(e.g., DIBELS and running records)
also can add to the information about
student progress. Adjustments to
instruction and changes in interven-
tions are made as warranted.

Collaboration. Collaboration is key
to making these instructional deci-
sions. The Wisconsin Department of
Public Instruction believes that col-

laboration is the third component of
a successful Rel system. It is important
that all staff members have a shared
sense of responsibility to increase aca-
demic and behavioral growth for every
student and a shared sense of account-
ability for student achievement. The
literature makes a strong connection
between collaboration and high-quality
instruction for #// students, a relation-
ship that Wisconsin’s Rtl framework
emphasizes. These collaborative efforts
have a positive impact on student
achievement (Fullan & Hargreaves,
1991; Zehr, 20006). The literature also
suggests that collaboration is an essen-
tial element of school change (Gajda
& Koliba, 2008). Because Rtl repre-
sents a systems change, this finding is
important. In these times of budget
challenges, collaborative approaches
can maximize staPﬁng and community
resources to support all students.

In Wisconsin’s Response to
Intervention/Instruction model, teams
of educators collaborate using student
assessment data to plan and monitor
academic and behavioral instruction
and intervention. Parents and com-
munity partners also are involved
in planning decisions and in sup-
porting students. Many schools in
the state have a formal collaborative
decision-making team. It’s important
that the composition of this group
is fluid based on the academic and
behavioral needs of the students. In
one instance, the team might consist
of the classroom teacher, the gifted
and talented coordinator, the parents,
and the school counselor. In another
instance, it might consist of the class-
room teacher, the special education
teacher, the principal, the parents, and
a mentor from the local Big Brothers-
Big Sisters agency. In yet another
instance, the team might consist of
the classroom teacher and the reading
teacher. Collaboration also can occur
on an informal basis, such as when two

classroom teachers discuss the needs of
a student that they both have.

In Wisconsin, the question asked
is, “What systems can be put in place
so schools are responsive to a// learn-
ers?” The Wisconsin DPI believes
that the answer lies in Response to
Intervention/Instruction. Rtl is a
PK-12 initiative for high-quality
instruction, continuous review of stu-
dent progress using a balanced assess-
ment system, and collaboration that
has applications for all education:
general education, special education,
English language learner education,
and gifted education.

Other State Models

Other state models also have
included gifted in their Rtl models.
With the exception of Ohio, the fol-
lowing states serve gifted students
within special education regulations.

Colorado. Colorado includes gifted
in its definition of Rel: “Response
to Intervention is a framework that
promotes a well-integrated system
connecting general, compensatory,
gifted, and special education in pro-
viding high quality, standards-based
instruction and intervention that is
matched to students’ academic, social-
emotional, and behavioral needs”
(Colorado Department of Education,
n.d., para. 1). In a document entitled,
“Response to Intervention—Gifted
Education Thinking Points” (Colorado
Department of Education, 2006),
Colorado identifies the rationale for
including gifted and talented students
in its model. Gifted students are not
viewed as part of the Rtl model only
if they have an identified disability,
but instead are a part of the overall
systemic program that incorporates
interventions in areas of strengths as
well. The state of Colorado stresses that
all aspects of education—compensa-
tory education, special education, and
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gifted education—can be operated as
a seamless, unified system (Colorado
Department of Education, 2009).
Colorado presents Rtl in three tiers
(Colorado Department of Education,
n.d.; see Figure 1). The Universal Tier
uses research-based strategies that are
systematic, explicit, and differenti-
ated. The Targeted Tier involves small
groups or individual instruction that
includes factors such as giftedness.
The Intensive Tier provides intensive
instruction designed to meet unique
learner needs. Colorado’s model pyra-
mid shows no lines between the tiers to
emphasize the fluidity between them.
It also shows a problem-solving “fly-
wheel” in the center of the pyramid
to represent how decisions are made
regarding intensity and the types of
interventions needed by students.
In addition, the words “Family” and
“Community” surround the pyramid
to represent the importance of partner-
ships outside the walls of the school.
Obio. The Ohio Department of
Education (ODE) has developed a
Comprehensive System of Learning
Supports that includes gifted and tal-
ented students (Ohio Department of
Education, 2007a; see Table 1). An
important feature of Ohio’s model
is the inclusion of interventions for
students who show strengths at an
advanced grade level and require
more accelerated strategies. At Tier
1, “Foundation” or “Schoolwide
Interventions,” instructional and
support systems for all students are
provided. At this intervention level,
suggestions such as advanced educa-
tional options, curriculum compact-
ing, and postsecondary enrollment,
which may benefit a system’s advanced
learners, are given. At Tier 2, “Early
Targeted Instructional and Support
Interventions,” gifted and talented stu-
dents are provided with interventions
such as early graduation, advanced
placement, and acceleration. Tier 3,

Rtl Models for Gifted Children

Colorado Multi-Tiered Model of Instruction & Intervention

Intensive Level
are to with hronic
academic and/or behavier needs based on ongoing progress
itoring and/or diag B

Interventions are provided o students identified as at-risk of
and/or social chall and/ar
as underachleving wha require specific supports to make
icient pragress in general educati

Universal Level
ALL students receive resaarch-bated, high quality, general
education that incorporates ongoing universal screening,
progress itaring, and prescriptive At to desig
Instruction. Expectations are taught, reinforced, any
manitered in all settings by all adults. Discipline and other
data inform the design of interventions that are preventative
and proactive.

J1uie3 = AJjuniuioy - Ajwe

o AJUNUILIOY « A]j RS « AJUNLILIOY

The Colorado Rtl Framework has evolved as we learn from implementation. There are no lines
separating the tiers because we know that movement between tiers should be fluid; there are no
"hoops" for children to jump through in order to receive more or less intensive interventions. The
"flywheel" of the multi-tiered model is the Problem-Solving process. This process is how
decisions are made regarding intensity and type of intervention students need. Our Rl
framework is surrounded by "Family and Community" to illustrate the understanding that the
education of the child goes beyond the walls of our schools into the homes and communities of
our students and to emphasize the importance of partnerships with family and community to

support student success.

Figure 1. Colorado multitiered model of instruction and intervention.

Note. Reprinted with permission of the Colorado Department of Education.

“Intensive Interventions,” provides
support for students with extensive
needs. School-based and community-
based resources, such as afterschool
programs and counseling, are pro-
vided to enhance the school-family-
community partnerships along with
radical acceleration options for the very
highest level students. Interventions
are offered for twice-exceptional stu-
dents at each intervention level (ODE,
2007b, p. 81).

Utah. Utah provides a Four-
Tier Model for Gifted and Talented
Instruction that provides a framework
for providing quality instruction for stu-
dents from kindergarten through high
school (Utah State Office of Education,
n.d.). Tier 1 provides challenging

instruction, including content, process,
and products, for all students. Emphasis
is placed on self-directed learning,
which might include flexible instruc-
tional grouping, open-ended assign-
ments, and enrichment such as guest
speakers and field trips. Tier 2 allows
for exploration in areas of strengths and
interests through individual and small-
group work, and is beyond the required
core curriculum for many students.
More complex knowledge is empha-
sized, such as problem-based learning,
future studies, debate, and competi-
tions. Also included is exposure to
inquiry experiences and more focused
enrichment such as contracting and
compacting. Tier 3 offers specialized
classes, independent study, and special-
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Intervention/Tier

Schoolwide
Interventions

Academic Systems

Differentiated Instruction
Schoolwide Enrichment
Metacognitive Strategy
Instruction
Postsecondary Enrollment
Curriculum Compacting
Advanced Educational

Behavioral Systems

Schoolwide Counseling
Respecting Differences
Leadership Training
Team Building

Building Self-Awareness
Learning Styles

Futures Planning

Options

Learning Strategies

Instruction

Cooperative Learning
Metacognitive Strategies

Student-Led Conferencing

Acceleration
Mentorships

Support
Interventions

Independent Study

Distance Learning
Coursework

Counseling—Small Group
Social Skills Training
Leadership Training

Advanced Placement

Early Graduation

Intensive
Interventions

ized programs provided by the school
or by outside agencies for some stu-
dents. More sophisticated instruction
is offered by individuals with specialized
training with gifted and talented stu-
dents and/or more specialized content
areas such as pull-out programs, cluster
classrooms, self-contained classrooms,
honors classes, concurrent enrollment,
Advanced Placement, and International
Baccalaureate. Tier 4 is used by only a
few students and is custom designed
for meeting individual needs through
advanced, high-level instruction,
including radical acceleration, early
entrance to high school or college, indi-
vidual advisement, magnet programs,
mentorships, and internships.
Hawaii. Although Hawaii does
mention gifted occasionally in the
explanation of services through Rdl,
there is no specific reference to gifted
students and how they would be served
individually in an Rtl model. However,
within Hawaii’'s Comprehensive
Student Support System, several criti-

Afterschool Programs
Radical Acceleration

Counseling—Intensive

cal elements specifically address gifted
students (Hawaii State Department
of Education, 2003). For example,
one element, Classroom Climate and
Differentiated Instruction, supports
all students’ learning and progress.
This element includes the recognition
of a student’s background of experi-
ences, as well as the use of effective
instructional strategies that address
individual learning styles and capital-
ize on the strengths of students in the
classroom. One academic plan for the
2009-2010 year suggests that teachers
are expected to provide differentiation
and support services so that more stu-
dents will achieve or exceed proficiency
in reading and math. This intervention
includes differentiated reading material
equal to a child’s abilities and interests,
as well as providing leveled problems
and enrichment activities in math
(Hale Kula Elementary School, 2009).
In another element, Individualized
School and Community Based
Programs, programs beyond the regu-

lar classroom are emphasized, with an
example focused on gifted and talented
students (Hawaii State Department of
Education, 2003).

Summary of Model Components

Although this list of states that con-
sider gifted students within their spe-
cific Rtl model or within their school
support systems is not comprehen-
sive, it does suggest that possibilities
exist for addressing both abilities and
disabilities of students. Similarities
include (a) differentiated instruction
within the first tier, (b) instruction
beyond grade level, (c) more intense
services not only within the school but
beyond the school setting, (d) a bal-
anced assessment system, and (e) gifted
education teachers in the decision-
making process. Overall, these mod-
els emphasize that gifted students have
educational needs that should be met
with equally intense instruction similar
to students with disabilities.

Assessing Your School’s
Rtl Model in Providing
for Gifted Students

In examining your school’s Rtl
model, you may want to use the
checklist in Figure 2 to determine if it
considers gifted and talented students.
In general, you will want to examine
the overall model, monitoring student
progress, tiered levels of service, cur-
riculum and instructional practices,
and collaboration.

The more times you answered “yes”
to each of the questions, the more
likely it is that you may have a model
in your school that is inclusionary of
gifted and talented students. However,
if your model focuses primarily on stu-
dents with disabilities, you may want
to involve stakeholders who might be
able to broaden the focus of the services
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(e.g., general education teachers, spe-
cial education teachers, gifted educa-
tion teachers, administrators, parents,
and community members). Use this
checklist and the models presented in
this article to begin the conversation.

The reauthorization of Individuals
With Disabilities Act IDEA) in 2004
included several significant changes.
One key revision was the process
for identifying specific learning dis-
abilities. Prior to 2004, students were
referred for special education ser-
vices based on a discrepancy model.
Students were identified with a learn-
ing disability only when there was a
large difference between their intel-
lectual ability and their achievement
test scores. Students generally had to
fail for long periods of time before
they showed sufficiently large deficits
in academic achievement to satisfy
the “severe discrepancy” requirement
and begin receiving special education
services (Cortiella, 2006). IDEA 2004
removed the requirement for school
districts to use the formula for severe
discrepancy between intellectual abil-
ity and academic achievement. They
were given the option of addressing
academic failure early by frequently
monitoring student performance and
implementing increasingly intensive
research-based instructional interven-
tions for children who continued to
have difficulty. This early intervention
system emphasized improving student
performance through collaboration
among classroom teachers, special
education teachers, and other sup-
port professionals (Cortiella, 20006).
This model, known as Response to
Intervention (Rtl), meant that chil-
dren no longer had to “wait to fail”
before they received help.

Overall Model
Does your school use an Rtl model that focuses on problem solving?

Is your school’s model flexible?

Monitoring Student Progress
Do you collect data on the students’ strengths as well as weaknesses?

Do assessments have an adequate ceiling so that advanced students’growth
can be measured?

Tiered Levels of Service

Are services at each level based on student need rather than student label?
Are services provided to nurture potential in young children (particularly those
from historically underrepresented populations) prior to formal identification
as gifted?

Is the Tier 1 curriculum rigorous enough for gifted and academically advanced
students?

Are above-grade-level tiers of service available to academically advanced or
gifted students?

Do interventions for gifted students include networks and mentors in the
community?

Are students able to receive both special education and gifted education
services?

Curriculum and Instructional Practices

Does differentiation occur at each tier?
Does the school allow above-grade-level curricular interventions?

Does your school use Individual Learning Plans for academically advanced or

gifted students?

Collaboration

Are families actively involved in the collaborative planning process?

Does the collaborative Rtl team include educators in gifted education?

Does professional development include information about advanced students?
Are teachers trained to use evidence-based strategies in gifted education such
as acceleration, content extensions, high-level problem solving, and ability
grouping?

Do administrators in your district support the inclusion of gifted or academi-
cally advanced students in the Rtl model?

Figure 2. Assessing your school’s Rtl model
in providing for gifted students.

Because the federal government
does not require a specific model,
each state has been able to design
and implement its own Rtl model.
Although the majority of states have
focused primarily on students with
disabilities, some have designed mod-
els that are inclusive of gifted students.
These inclusive models generally use
a problem-solving approach that con-
tains these elements: (1) differentiated
core curriculum and instruction in
the first tier with high-end learning

opportunities; (2) ongoing assess-
ment and systematic observation;
and (3) monitoring of students and
increasing levels of individualized ser-
vices and support within and outside
the school settings based on assess-
ment information and collaboration
between general, special, and gifted
education teachers. Designers of these
models acknowledge that implement-
ing Rtl models that positively affect
all students take time and represent a
systems change.
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Response to Intervention does not
have to be just for students with dis-
abilities. It can serve as a model for
increasing the quality and level of
services for a/l students and become
more responsive to gifted and talented
students. Although Rtl was originally
conceived of as an approach for the
early identification of students with
learning disabilities, it is now widely
viewed as a framework for reform
across general and special education.
Practitioners, researchers, and commu-
nity leaders in gifted education need
to work together to ensure that policy
makers and legislators understand the
power of Rtl and its ability to trans-
form the nature of the general educa-
tion classroom. Assessing the degree
to which your school’s Rtl model pro-
vides for gifted students is an impor-
tant first step toward this change. Ger
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Implications for (he
il School Based Team

The first-grade team of Mr. Orton, Ms. Poland, and
Ms. Lloyd are meeting to review DIBELS scores on
the third-grade reading tests that were administered
at the beginning of the year. Its the end of September,
and theyre meeting for the first time to initiate the
process known as Rtl. In their district, its known
as Responsiveness to Intervention, and the school’s
assistant principal, Ms. Tracy, is leading the team.
Ms. Tracy instructs them to rank the 92 scores from
lowest to highest. The teachers have done so, and
they are examining the needs of their bottom 25%,
about 24 students. Ms. Poland notes that even among
these lower students, there are about seven of them
whose scores are significantly lower than the groups
and whose reading is of great concern. Ms. Weichel,
the special education teacher who collaborates with
both Myr. Ortons and Ms. Lloyd’s classes, has been
asked to include these seven students when she works
with the students with identified learning disabili-
ties. She has a reduced special education caseload so
that she can engage in this Rtl process and work on
a short-term basis with these Tier 3 students. She is
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going to try some short-term interven-
tions for about 6 weeks and document
the students’ responses to these interven-
tions, focusing on measuring the students’
Sfluency rates and comprehension because
those areas seem to be of greatest concern.
In addition, the first-grade teachers have
agreed to focus on the 17 other students
and emphasize specific reading concepts
to them, focusing specific questions and
activities to these identified students in
Tier 2. The team hopes thar with the
assistance of Ms. Weichel and the focused
instruction, the students’ performance can
improve, and a follow-up team meeting
is scheduled for mid-November.

Just as the group is breaking up, Mr.
Orton looked at the ranked test scores and
noted that there were five students whose
reading scores were significantly ahead
of their peers’ and a significant number
of students whose test scores were above
the average. “Wait!” he called out ro his
fellow team members, “Why don’t we do
something for these students? Don’t we
want ALL of our students to improve?”

An Issue of “Fairness”

As in the preceding scenario, if such
attention is to be given to low-achiev-
ing students, a similar focus must be
placed on students whose initial per-
formance is higher than other students.
Without the same focus, these students’
achievement over time may suffer due
to the little educational effort that
historically has been placed on raising
the achievement level of students who
are outperforming their peers. Studies
that track students over time, particu-
larly students from low socioeconomic
backgrounds (Wyner, Bridgeland, &
Diiulio, 2007), find that such early
performers slip and do not maintain
their achievement levels, and in many
cases, perform more and more poorly
over time. Shouldn’t f/ling achieve-
ment warrant such attention as well,

particularly among students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds?

If education is to focus on devel-
oping student abilities and provid-
ing an educated work force, then it
also must focus on the growth and
achievement for all students—where
“all” truly does mean a//. In the face
of changing educational policies and
processes, such as Rtl, it is critically
important that teachers and advo-
cates for gifted education come to
the table to insist that the philosophy
that undergirds the changes inherent
in the law are addressed to meet the
needs of all students. From a practical
viewpoint, there are some critical simi-
larities and differences to be addressed
from a campus-level perspective. Table
1 summarizes the major Rtl principles
(Council for Exceptional Children,
The Association for the Gifted [CEC-
TAG], 2009; Fuchs & Deschler, 2007;
Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007) and describes
how they can be implemented across
all levels—to include struggling learn-
ers as well as gifted learners.

Universal Screening

If teachers were to implement
Rt for gifted students, the universal
screening aspect would need to iden-
tify students who were achieving at a
high level. Using a parallel structure
to traditional Rtl, those students who
score in the top 25% could warrant
extra attention, perhaps needing some
additional challenges or differentiated
instruction. Students in the top 5% to
10% of the class would need signifi-
cantly more intensive interventions.
In addition, the universal screening
instrument would need to include a
higher level ceiling than grade-level
expectations to identify those excep-
tional students who might be candi-
dates for significant acceleration in
certain subject areas. Overall, it would

be important as a member of an Rtl
team within a school to determine two
points for discussions—those students
performing below given criteria, and
those students performing above a cer-
tain criteria. Providing teachers with
a chart such as the one in Figure 1
would allow teachers to look at their
class as a whole, and to focus on the
two extremes: those students who are
significantly ahead of their peers and
those students who are significantly
below their peers.

As a school system, procedures need
to be in place to identify children who
are performing either significantly
below or significantly above their
peers. Because of ceiling effects found
among students who score in the 90th
percentile and above and floor effects
from students who score below the
15th percentile, it would be necessary
to have testing procedures in place
to allow specialists to offer off-grade-
level testing to determine at what grade
level a student is actually performing.
A child in fifth grade who is scoring
above the 95th percentile in math
might be performing at a seventh-
grade level, or even at a ninth-grade
level. Similarly, a fifth-grade student
who scores at the 10th percentile in
math might be at the first-grade level,
or he or she might not even recognize
numbers. For instructional purposes
for both students, it would be impor-
tant to know specific knowledge and
skills within the curriculum for target-
ing instruction. Children who are per-
forming at either of the extreme ends
must have off-level testing in order for
instructional practices to match their
educational levels. Such instructional
approaches are the antithesis of elit-
ism; rather, it is determining appro-
priate instructional intervention for
every child—a goal for the changing
educational landscape.
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Rtl Principle

Universal Screening
Early Intervention

Tiered System of

Interventions

Fidelity of Intervention

Progress Monitoring

Professional

Development

Collaborative Structure

Parental Involvement

Resources

Table 1
Rtl Principles and Implications for Serving the Needs of Gifted Students

Traditional Rtl Actions for Struggling Students

Students who score below established criteria
receive intensive remedial instruction.

Students can qualify for intervening services before
“waiting to fail”

The more intense the needs, and the farther from
typical the student, the more intense and long-term
the instructional interventions that are provided.

The student actually receives instruction geared to
particular needs; not a “one-size-fits-all” remedial
program.

Documented student progress has a goal of moving
a child from a more intensive to a less intensive tier
of intervention as a child raises achievement levels.

Training is provided for specific, research-based
interventions that are effective for struggling
learners.

Greater collaboration is needed between special
education, reading specialists, and other interven-
tion specialists to identify and serve struggling
learners.

Greater use of collaboration and coteaching facili-
tates this process.

Sharing information to and from families raises the
achievement levels and effectiveness of interven-
tions. Targeted interventions are built upon acquired
information regarding interest areas and areas of
strength.

Special education monies are freed up to serve stu-
dents on a short-term basis who are not identified
as having a disability.

Rtl for Nurturing Giftedness

System Implications for Gifted Learners

Scores who score above established criteria receive
differentiated and advanced instruction.

Abilities are identified within a nurturing system
regardless of label or potentially biased teacher
recommendations.

The more intense the needs, and the farther from typi-
cal the student, the more intense and long-term the
instructional interventions that are provided.

The student actually receives instruction geared
to particular needs; not a “one-size-fits-all” gifted
program.

Documented student progress has a goal of moving
a child from a less intensive to a more intensive tier
of intervention as a child raises achievement levels.

Training is provided for specific strategies of accelera-
tion, enrichment, and differentiation that are effective
with gifted learners.

Gifted education professionals collaborate with gen-
eral education teachers to identify and serve high-
achieving students in need of differentiated services.

Greater possibilities for appropriate services for twice-
exceptional students are available through collabora-
tions with special education professionals.

Sharing information to and from families raises the
achievement levels and effectiveness of interventions.
Targeted interventions are built upon acquired infor-
mation regarding interest areas and areas of strength.

Gifted education resources are more targeted to meet
the needs of students, rather than the needs of the
program.

Early Identification
and Intervention

Often, gifted education is reserved
for students who qualify for gifted ser-
vices, not recognizing that many stu-
dents may not score above a required
level without some exposure to spe-
cific content and/or proper identifica-
tion. In a case for early intervention,
the issue of nurturing talent, especially
among diverse populations, becomes
primary. Simply stated, many students
enter schools with lower achievement

because of extenuating circumstances,
such as poverty or cultural and lin-
guistic differences, that impact their
level of achievement in a mainstream
school. By waiting to provide talent
development activities until students
“qualify” for gifted education ser-
vices, schools are ensuring that only
students who have the appropriate
backgrounds when they enter school
receive such services. Rtl promises an
exciting means of nurturing talent and
the potential for growth before a stu-
dent qualifies.

In addition, there are many
instances where students are not iden-
tified as gifted due to a “mismatch”
between the identification instrument
and the child’s strengths. Through an
Rtl delivery model that incorporates
tiers for students performing above
their peers in the school curriculum,
you ensure that all students with
potential receive services even if the
designated instrument of choice from
the district does not indicate quali-
fication for gifted services. Without
nurturing the strengths of gifted stu-
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Reading: Rate the students in the class, with 1 being much lower, and 5 being much higher than other students in the class on the following:

Sight Word
Vocabulary

Reading

Name of Student Oral Reading Word Attack Vocabulary Comprehension

Math: Rate the students in the class, with 1 being much lower, and 5 being much higher than other students in the class on the following:

Name of

Student Numeration Estimation Measurement Geometry Graphing Word Problems

Writing: Rate the students in the class, with 1 being much lower, and 5 being much higher that other students in the class on the following:

Name of

Student Expressiveness | Story Length | Sticks to Topic Creativity Mechanics Handwriting Spelling

dents, true growth cannot occur and
students are in danger of not develop-
ing, and even losing, their gifts.
Most significantly, by allowing the
integrated opportunities for enrich-
ment and remediation, the needs
of twice-exceptional students can
be more easily met. Winebrenner
(2003) suggested that when deal-
ing with twice-exceptional students,
teachers should give direct teach-
ing of needed skills while providing
acceleration and enrichment, with
emphasis on problem solving, reason-
ing, and critical thinking. Such dual-
instructional approaches become pos-
sible when all professionals in gifted
education and special education and
the general education classroom
teachers are working together to pro-
vide instruction that matches each
child’s curricular needs. For example,
a child might score in the 90th per-
centile in math, and in the 20th per-
centile in reading. That child could
conceivably have both needs met with
instruction provided by different tiers
of instruction: advanced instruction
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Figure 1. Universal screening.

in math with reading modifications
and direct instruction in reading
strategies.

Gifted students are an incredibly
heterogeneous group (Cross, 2005),
with greater diversity in achievement
levels than among typical students.
Thus, the idea of a one-size-fits-all
gifted education program is not based
upon the actual characteristics of gifted
students. Historically, there has been
a tremendous disconnect between the
process of identification based upon
characteristics and the program that is
offered for gifted learners (Coleman &
Gallagher, 1995). In a tiered program,
teachers would be better able to more
specifically meet the needs of gifted
learners based on their characteristics.
It is important to realize that we must
differentiate within a gifted group.
Even though gifted students may have
been identified as gifted, there are still
strengths, weaknesses, and a tremen-

dous range of actual performance levels
within this group.

An important aspect to remember
within the tiers of instruction are the
concepts of flexibility and fluidity.
Once a student has been identified
as needing a different tier of instruc-
tion, whether it be for remediation
or enrichment, it will be imperative
to allow that child the flexibility of
movement as he or she develops in
the area of need. Also, in respect to
movement, fluidity allows that child
to move within tiers when needed.
With struggling students, this move-
ment may be up to another tier for
more specific instruction and then
back to a previous tier once concepts
have been mastered. However, that
movement may occur again if addi-
tional struggles are evident through
data monitoring. With a gifted child,
movement also will be important.
However, this movement may not only
be an upward movement to the next
tier for more specific enrichment, but
also additional movement as that child
develops. A gifted student may stay at



this higher level tier indefinitely as part
of differentiation.

Tier 1

Tier 1 includes instruction that
would be differentiated within the
general education classroom. Using
a tiered system, or menu system of
instruction, or any of the other dif-
ferentiation methods recommended
by gifted education experts such as
Kaplan, Tomlinson, and VanTassel-
Baska, students would have the
opportunity within the general edu-
cation classroom to excel and strive
for higher levels. Twice-exceptional
children do well particularly within a
tiered approach that allows for focused
instruction that is both targeted at
areas of challenge and areas of strength.
One of the best practices to ensure suc-
cess of twice-exceptional students is
allowing them to participate in gifted
instruction (Baum & Owen, 2004;
Silverman, 1989), particularly if that
instruction is within the same setting.

Tier 2

In Tier 2, perhaps using the assis-
tance of a gifted education teacher,
students would receive additional
enrichment and/or accelerative options
within specific content areas. Contracts
and compacting are strategies that
could be employed to provide chal-
lenging instruction in those areas of

strength for a gifted child.
Tier 3

In Tier 3, perhaps the most inten-
sive services, gifted students would
receive more significant acceleration
and/or gifted group activities. The cri-
teria for such programming would be
based on clearly established protocols.
These protocols would establish criteria
for the practice of acceleration, which
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is commonly misunderstood and even
rejected by many general education
teachers and administrators (Colangelo,
Assouline, & Gross, 2004). As a stu-
dent’s performance grows, more and
more accelerative and intensive enrich-
ment opportunities would be provided.
Examples of Tier 3 include intensive
acceleration, such as skipping a grade
or two, early Advanced Placement (AP)
classes, or early college classes.

The issue of increasing levels of
instruction as student needs grow
and as student achievement levels
rise raises the issue of off-level test-
ing. A child who scores in the 95th
or 99th percentile on a standardized
test when compared to his or her
peers has “topped” out the test. The
full range of that child’s knowledge
or skills is still not known to teachers.
Similarly, a student who makes a 100
on a curriculum-based measure or a
pretest before instruction has clearly
mastered that level of curriculum, but
it is still not clear on what level of
achievement that child is operating.
In order to provide such information,
it is necessary to use tests and mea-
sures that are designed for an above-
grade-level population to know that
child’s actual level of performance.
The actual level of performance can

more clearly help teachers know
where to begin teaching. Programs
such as the Study of Mathematically
Precocious Youth (SMPY) have been
organized around this principle for
years. If educators were to teach stu-
dents at their actual levels of achieve-
ment, rather than where we think
they should be, much of the charges
of elitism and other negative aspects
of gifted or special education pro-
gramming would simply vanish.

Fidelity of Intervention

Ensuring the fidelity of interven-
tion, or a systematic procedure that
is clearly followed for all students,
ensures two important aspects: (a)
Curricular interventions are selected
based upon data-based decisions and
are related to identifiable, measurable
gifted characteristics; and (b) educa-
tors are held accountable for present-
ing the instruction in a manner that
reflects best teaching practices. The
issue of bias and potential bias of
identification in gifted education is
one that is rampant throughout the lit-
erature (Coleman, 2003; Coleman &
Gallagher, 1995). With the inclusion
of data, and the fidelity of instruction,
the issue of bias is removed.
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Progress Monitoring

Progress monitoring is the system-
atic gathering of data to evaluate the
progress of a child. For a teacher, it
means knowing how one will evaluate
a child on a particular set of skills over
time. It may mean repeating a set of
curriculum-based measures, or using a
more standardized test over the course
of several weeks. Progress monitoring
is key to the process of Tiers 1 and 2.
In a remedial-focused Rtl, students
often are only in Tier 2 for a speci-
fied amount of time before either (a)
their needs are remediated and they
are moved back to Tier 1, or (b) more
long-term solutions are needed and
they are served in Tier 3 or special edu-
cation. The goal in a remedial program,
clearly, is to raise student achievement
to the level of his or her peers and to
receive instruction in the general edu-
cation classroom, or Tier 1. However,
in a strengths-based Rtl, the goal is to
raise achievement beyond the general
education classroom. Thus, students
should not simply “pass through” Tier
2, but should perhaps remain in this
tier as a learning objective. Heightened
achievement gains that are achieved
in Tier 2 should be maintained and
encouraged. Progress monitoring is
critical to this process of determining
how much a student’s achievement lev-
els are changing over time. With the
goal being achievement gains for all
students, progress monitoring is key
to measuring that goal.

Professional
Development

With the passage of the Higher
Education Opportunity Act (2008),
which requires all teacher preparation
programs to contain information about
teaching gifted learners, among other
populations, there is significant inter-

est in the content that teachers will
learn regarding characteristics and the
implications for the education of gifted
learners. The National Association for
Gifted Children (NAGC) currently
is examining the core knowledge that
would be considered essential for
general education teachers. However,
although it is acknowledged that the
majority of gifted children spend
most of their time in general edu-
cation classrooms, there is a set of
core knowledge and skills that The
Association for the Gifted, Council
for Exceptional Children (CEC-TAG);
NAGC; and the National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education
(NCATE) programs have recently
provided for the education of teachers
of gifted students (Johnsen, VanTassel-
Baska, & Robinson, 2008; Kitano,
Montgomery, VanTassel-Baska, &
Johnsen, 2008). Thus, there is a set
of guidelines for professional develop-
ment opportunities for a district to fol-
low in selecting and training teachers
of gifted students.

Collaborative Structure

Perhaps the area of greatest poten-
tial to aid the classroom teacher in

the Rtl model is in the area of col-
laboration. Collaboration as a ser-
vice delivery option currently exists
in special education and holds great
promise for Rtl as a means of identi-
fying and serving students who need
additional interventions (Murawski &
Hughes, 2009). There is great poten-
tial for gifted educators to be tapped
as resources in order to better enable
the general education teacher to meet
the needs of potentially strong stu-
dents. Gifted education teachers can
gather data, provide ongoing assess-
ment, and provide services for stu-
dents at multiple tiers, such as direct
acceleration and enrichment activities,
to students showing a need for these
services. Significant research indicates
that within a general education set-
ting, little to no differentiation for
high-achieving students occurs on a
regular, systematic basis (Tomlinson,
2008). With the collaboration of a
gifted education professional, such dif-
ferentiation can occur, and counter the
argument of “I just don’t have time or
know how to meet everyone’s needs,”
which is a concern for many general
education teachers.

In addition to the services that gifted
education teachers can provide within
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a general education setting, gifted edu-
cation teachers also can provide more
intensive direct services in a Tier 3 set-
ting. Some school districts may opt for
accelerative or self-contained settings
for gifted students who significantly
exceed the achievement level of their
peers and need to continue to grow
and achieve. Ensuring such growth for
students who are two to five grade lev-
els ahead of their peers would require
school districts to truly provide appro-
priate education for all—one that
emphasizes growth for all.

Finally, one of the strongest
aspects of the collaborative process
is the ability to meet the needs of
twice-exceptional learners, or gifted
students with disabilities. Twice-
exceptional students are directly cited
in the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA; 1990) as a
population that must have their
diverse needs met. In other words,
states and districts do not have the
option to only meet the remedial
needs of twice-exceptional students;
they must develop the child’s abilities
as well. In fact, in the case of twice-
exceptional students, it is imperative
to develop strengths while remediat-
ing, because remediation alone does
not build self-efficacy as found in
students with learning disabilities
(Little, 2001). With such a legal
mandate pressuring states and dis-
tricts, gifted education professionals
have an opportunity to engage with
special educators and general educa-
tors in a problem-solving process that
can produce a coherent instructional
approach, rather than the often dis-
jointed educational patchwork that
emerges with twice-exceptional learn-
ers (Hughes, 2009). Similarly, such
opportunities for collaboration exist
for gifted English language learn-
ers (ELL) and Title I populations.
Providing a vehicle for collaboration
through Rtl can ensure the profes-

sional respect of a gifted education
teacher, and consequently, the field.

Parental Involvement

One of the keys to the success of
Rtl is developing strategies that are
effective for a particular student. In
order to link content to a student,
it is critical to know the interests
and strengths of a particular child,
whether the interventions be of a
remedial nature (Brown-Chidsey &
Steege, 2005) or of an enrichment
nature (Reis, Burns, & Renzulli,
1992). Parents, clearly, have a valued
perspective on an individual child’s
strengths and interests. In addition,
the family, if it has worked with an
educational system for some length
of time, will have a clearer idea of
strategies that have been tried and
found effective with the child in the
past than a teacher developing a plan
with limited experience with a child.

In addition to providing infor-
mation to educators, parents also
are ultimately responsible for their
child’s education, and as such, can
glean information from educators
about choices possible for their child.
Through teamwork, educators and
parents can work together to meet the
high level needs of students with the
right to learn even if that learning is
beyond their age peers.

Rtl Process

There are four essential deter-
minations to make when creating
a Response to Intervention plan,
whether the focus be on a child
who is falling behind or a child who
is ahead of his or her peers. These
include strategies to: (a) determine
the need, (b) determine the interven-
tion, (c) determine the progress, and
(d) determine the decision-making

Rtl for Nurturing Giftedness

criteria. Each of these four areas
involves all members of the team.
This team might consist of admin-
istrators, the classroom teacher, the
instructional specialist, the interven-
tion teacher, the gifted education
teacher, parents, the school psychol-
ogist, whoever will be examining
student growth, or anyone else who
has a vested interest in the success
of the child. It is not recommended
that students who are ahead of their
peers have a separate process from
students who are falling behind
their peers. All members of the team
should undertake the same challenge
of “How can we assist this child in
making achievement gains when the
standard curriculum is not appropri-
ate to do so?”—whether it be a strug-

gling child or a high-achieving child.

Ms. Tracy, Mr. Orton, Ms. Poland,
and Ms. Lloyd met again the next day to
identify particular students for interven-
tion purposes with a goal of increasing
achievement for all students. Ms. Weichel,
the special education teacher, and M.
Joyce, the gifted education teacher, also
were present so that they could lend their
specialized knowledge to the formula-
tion of intervention plans. Following an
agenda such as the one shown in Figure
2, the meeting lasted about 2 hours, and
at the end of the process, a set of both
remedial and accelerated opportunities
Jfor students with difficulties and strengths
were identified.

Conclusions
and Implications

Because implementation of Rtl in
the framework of special education’s
identification process still is relatively
new, many districts are only now deter-
mining the implications at the school
or system level. In fact, in some dis-
tricts these discussions may not be
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Present: Administrator, General Education Classroom Teacher,
Special Educator, Gifted Educator, Parents, School Psychologist. One
of these person is, on a rotating basis, assigned the role of meet-
ing facilitator and chairperson. Other meeting roles might include
timekeeper, case manager, and recorder (Rhode Island Department
of Education, 2007).

Review Baseline Data (5 Minutes)

Goals
To determine starting point/levels within the academic or behav-
joral targeted area of concern.

Sample Questions
« Where is the student currently functioning, according to the
information provided?
- Is there anything significant in the student’s history that
needs to be discussed?

Discussion of Teacher Observations of Particular Students
(10 Minutes)

Sample Question
«+ Given the information, what are specific issues or problems
we can address today for each student?

Inventory Student Strengths, Talents, and Specific Areas
of Challenge (10 Minutes)

Goals
» Discuss and record the student’s strengths, talents, and areas
of difficulty.
« Discuss incentives that motivate the student.

Sample Questions
« What rewards or incentives does this child seem to look for-
ward to?
- What are some things that this student enjoys or does well?

Select Target Areas (5-10 Minutes)

Goals
- Define the top one to two areas for remediation or accelera-
tion in easily observable, measurable terms.
Identify the presence of underlying academic skill or deficits,
mismatch between student skills and classroom instruction.

Set Academic and/or Behavioral Goals (15-20 Minutes)

Goal
« For each of the academic areas, set ambitious but realistic
goals that are attainable in 6-8 weeks.

Sample Question
-+ Given the student’s current functioning, at what level would
you like to see him or her after a 6-8 week intervention
period?

Design an Intervention Plan (15-20 Minutes)

Goals
« Select at least one intervention that addresses each of the
selected referral areas.

- Spell out the particulars of the intervention as a series of spe-
cific steps so that the teacher or other person(s) involved can
do so efficiently and correctly.

Sample Questions
+ What intervention ideas would best meet this student’s
needs?
What is it about this particular intervention that is likely to
improve the student’s behavior or academic functioning?
Is there specialized training or materials that you feel are
needed to carry out this intervention?

Method of Monitoring Progress (5 Minutes)

Goal
« Each goal must have a method of assessing and monitoring
progress.

Sample Questions
+ Does the monitoring information really measure the teach-
er's concerns?
+ Who will collect the monitoring information?
+ How frequently should the data be collected?

Plan How to Share Meeting Information With The Student’s
Parents (if They Did Not Attend; 5 Minutes)

Goal
+ Agree on who will contact the parents to share the student’s
intervention plan and invite the parents to a future RTI meet-
ing.
Sample Questions
+ What specific details about the intervention would be of
greatest interest to the parents?

Review the Intervention and Monitoring Plans (5 Minutes)

Goal
- Review the main points of the intervention and monitoring
plans with the teachers involved and other team members.

Sample Questions

« Do the members of our team know what their responsibili-
ties are in carrying out the intervention and monitoring plans
for these students?
Is our team able to support the teachers?
Did our team help the teacher assemble a good intervention
plan that is feasible and can be carried out with currently
available resources?
How will we determine fidelity of implementation?

Determine Date and Purpose of Next Meeting
to Evaluate Progress (5 Minutes)

Goals
« Determine criteria for successful achievement.
- Determine length of time for monitoring of progress.

Sample Questions
« What will be the criteria for change of tier or placement?
« What will “appropriate achievement gain” mean?

Figure 2. Sample Rtl team meeting agenda.
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taking place. The concept of also iden-
tifying students who show promise in a
nurturing framework, as opposed to a
preventative framework, is even newer
still. However, many of the school-
level issues are similar. Teachers need
to know (a) how to identify students
for whom the standard curriculum is
not appropriate for reasonable achieve-
ment growth, (b) how to find resources
and provide differentiated activities, (c)
what other alternatives are available if
longer term issues are involved, (d)
how to use data to make instructional
decisions, and (e) how to collaborate
effectively with other members of the
educational community to meet the
varied needs of students. These issues
are the same whether the child is ini-
tially below the standard, grade-level
curriculum or above it.

The most critical difference
between the Rtl framework for spe-
cial education identification purposes
and for gifted education purposes is
that the goal of remediation is to
make children more similar to other
children, whereas the goal of nur-
turing strengths is to make children
more different. There will be “clos-
ing of the gap” in a remedial-based
Rtl Model if student strengths are
ignored and the top is left to remain
static while the lower achieving stu-
dent grow and develop. However, in
an Rtl model, where there also is a
strength-based emphasis, the gap
between the lowest students and the
highest students should expand if no
cap is placed on student achievement.
All students should have opportuni-
ties to make continual growth. At this
time in our educational history, Rtl
provides a means of making that hap-
pen. As education shifts in a way to
allow struggling students to grow and
develop, so must gifted students be
allowed to develop and learn as well.
GCT
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Response o

" Intervention and
Twice-Exceptional

Learne

Many books and articles have
been written about a Response to
Intervention (RtI) model of service
delivery for students who are strug-
gling learners. However, little has been
written about this model’s usefulness
as a means of addressing the needs of
advanced learners or twice-exceptional
learners whose needs may be both
remedial and advanced. The National
Association of State Directors of Special
Education (NASDSE) define Response
to Intervention as the “practice of pro-
viding high-quality instruction and
interventions matched to student
need, monitoring progress frequently
to make decisions about changes in
instruction or goals and applying child
response data to important educational
decisions” (NASDSE, 2005, p. 3). It
further states that this practice should
be used in “general, remedial, and
special education” (NASDSE, 2005,
p- 3). The NASDE document does
not address gifted children, nor does
it define “high-quality instruction”
as opportunities for acceleration or
enrichment.

The Colorado Department of
Education (CDE) has a definition
broader in nature and inclusive of all
students. It defines Rtl as “a frame-
work that promotes a well-integrated
system connecting general, compen-
satory, gifted, and special education
in providing high quality, standards-
based instruction and intervention
that is matched to students’ academic,
social-emotional, and behavioral
needs” (CDE, 2008, p. 3). This defi-
nition allows for broader application
of the foundational principles of an
Rel model that truly includes all stu-
dents and can be an effective means of
addressing the complex needs of twice-
exceptional learners. In its Position
Paper on Response to Intervention,
the Council for Exceptional Children
(CEC; 2002) stated that Rel




shall consider the educational
needs of children with gifts and
talents and their families, par-
ticularly related to the identi-
fication of children considered
to be twice exceptional because
they have gifts and talents as well
as a disability. These advanced
learners shall be provided access
to a challenging and accelerated
curriculum, while also address-
ing the unique needs of their
disability. (p. 2)

In this article, we will discuss
why we feel that the Rel model that
includes a problem-solving/consulta-
tion process is a promising fit for the
twice-exceptional student. We will
describe the theoretical and practical
implications for these special students
and then take the reader through each
element of the problem-solving/con-
sultation process by discussing a case
study of a gifted student who has both
learning and behavioral challenges.

Implication of
Educational Labels

The school population mirrors
the population at large with respect
to diversity in language, ethnicity,
culture, and ability/disability. It has
become increasingly difficult to meet
the needs of diverse groups of learners
(Cole, 2008). In our effort to catego-
rize and make meaning of these chal-
lenges, identification systems were
created and the practice of assigning
labels to students with special needs
has become a vehicle for providing ser-
vices. These identification systems were
created for all of the right reasons—
opening doors for funding, raising
awareness and understanding, improv-
ing communication between profes-
sionals and families, and providing
a social identity (Lauchlan & Boyle,
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2007). However, this also resulted in
a disconnected group of isolated pro-
grams or “silos” created around student
labels. Students began to be assigned
to a set “program” based on the label
and not always based on an identified
educational need (NASDSE, 2005).
Because of their unique learning needs,
twice-exceptional students never have
fit neatly into any of the usual pro-
grams in a school system. Their needs
have always challenged personnel
in this disconnected system of silos
and contributed to their difficulty of
achieving success.

With the advent of Rtl, the need
to assign labels to students changes.
A label is not required for students
to receive interventions and support.
The responsibility for student success
becomes a shared responsibility within
a supportive professional environment.
Because Rl is structured around the
assessed educational needs of students
and not the attainment of a label, it
is difficult to discuss the framework
in regard to a specific, labeled group
of students. Applying an older way of
systemic thinking onto the Rtl model
is in a way “force-fitting” the merger
of two paradigms that actually need to
be considered in different ways. This
step, however, is necessary to create a
bridge for practitioners to comprehend
the application of Rl philosophy and
to understand how it differs from cur-
rent practice. Resolving this dilemma
provided a unique challenge for the
authors of this article. Because of this,
for the purposes of this article, the
term twice-exceptional student is being
used to denote students displaying
behaviors and characteristics associ-
ated with giftedness and the spectrum
of disabilities.

In 1981, Renzulli, Reis, and Smith
recommended labeling student behav-
iors rather than labeling students as
“gifted.” Labeling behaviors helps

decision makers develop appropriate

educational plans that match indi-
vidual student strengths, interests,
and abilities. The gifted label itself
did not help teachers select appro-
priate educational programming
options for these students. Given the
dozens of characteristics and traits
associated with giftedness and the
personality and environmental fac-
tors that affect the development of
these characteristics and traits, it is
safe to say that those who are iden-
tified for gifted education services
compose a heterogeneous group.
Labeling a group infers homogene-
ity of the group. Definitions of gift-
edness and talent and identification
processes vary greatly between states
and often between districts within a
state. Generalized, stereotypical char-
acteristics assigned to a label cannot
reflect the range of characteristics, nor
can the levels or degrees of those char-
acteristics be adequately captured.
These stereotypes combined with
generalized, prescribed instructional
strategies result in an illusion that
appropriate instruction is occurring
and ignores the range of diversity in
each labeled “group.”

We believe that the move away
from labeling is part of the inevi-
table evolution of the field. All areas
of education evolve and reform over
time. Healey (2005) provided a his-
torical context for changes in spe-
cial education. He identified the
early 1970s as a time when different
groups (parents, educators, legislators)
moved with determination to reform
special education. These combined
efforts resulted in the historic Public
Law 94-142, the Education of All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975.
Through periodic reauthorizations,
the law changed to reflect current the-
ory, practice, and research. Truscott,
Catanese, and Abrams (2005) reported
concerns and research that led to cur-
rent calls for “radical special education
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Principle One

based instruction.

Response to Intervention and Twice-Exceptional Learners

All children can learn and achieve high standards if given
access to a rigorous, standards-based curriculum and research-

Principle Two

ensure student success.

Intervening at the earliest indication of need is necessary to

Principle Three

A comprehensive system of tiered interventions is essential
for addressing the full range of student needs.

Principle Four

Student results improve when ongoing academic and behav-
ioral performance data inform instructional decisions.

Principle Five

Collaboration among educators, families, and community
members is the foundation for effective problem solving and
instructional decision-making.

Principle Six

Ongoing and meaningful family engagement increases the
successful outcomes for students.

Figure 1. Core Principles of a Response to Intervention Model

reform” (p. 164). It is the nature of
the development of a field to experi-
ence change. Radical changes in the
education of students with special
needs began in the 1970s, affecting
both special and general education
and, indirectly, the field of gifted edu-
cation as well. With the most current
reauthorization of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act in 2004, we
are experiencing a change that has the
potential to impact education to the
same degree that Public Law 94-142
did. This is due to the significant shift
in the identification of specific learning
disabilities (SLD) within the law.

Consensus reports and empiri-
cal syntheses indicate a need for
major changes in the approach to
identifying children with SLD.
Models that incorporate Rel rep-
resent a shift in special education
toward goals of better achieve-
ment and improved behavioral
outcomes for children with SLD.
(Assistance to States for the Edu-
cation of Children With Dis-
abilities, 2006, p. 46647)

Note. Adapted from Colorado Department of Education (2009).

Core Principles of Rtl

Because of the complexity and
needs-based nature of Rtl, there are a
number of different models in prac-
tice. Regardless of the model, there
is an underlying set of common core
principles or beliefs that guide suc-
cessful practice (see Figure 1). These
principles, listed below, were adapted
from a list developed by the Colorado
Department of Education and were
based on a review of the literature on
Rdl, as well as practical application of
these principles. The intent of this sec-
tion is to address these principles and
discuss how Rtl is an excellent way to
address the needs of all students and,
within that context, the needs of twice-
exceptional students.

Principle One:
All Students Can Learn

The first principle is the belief that
if given access to a rigorous, standards-
based curriculum and research-based
instruction, all students, including
twice-exceptional ones, can learn and

achieve. Effective instructional strate-
gies are the hallmark of gifted educa-
tion. Researchers at Mid-continent
Research for Education and Learning
(McREL) have identified nine instruc-
tional strategies through a theory-
based meta-analysis. These strategies
have a “high probability of enhancing
student achievement for all students
in all subject areas at all grade levels”
(Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001,
p. 7) and provide some guidance and
direction for improving instructional
practices in classrooms. These strate-
gies are listed in order of highest to
lowest effect:
1. identifying similarities and differ-
ences;
2. summarizing and note taking;
3. reinforcing effort and providing
recognition;
4. homework and practice;
5. nonlinguistic representations;
6. cooperative learning;
7. setting objectives and providing
feedback;
8. generating and testing hypoth-
eses; and
9. questions, cues, and advance orga-
nizers (Marzano et al., 2001, p. 7).

These research-based instructional
strategies are ones that benefit all
students when used consistently in
the general classroom. This type of
instructional consistency benefits
twice-exceptional students in particu-
lar because they are more successful
in an environment with clear expec-
tations, guidance, and opportunities
to problem solve. These instructional
strategies, used in conjunction with
the Gifted Program Standards devel-
oped and released by the National
Association for Gifted Children
(Landrum & Shaklee, 1988), provide
a consistent framework to address the
needs of gifted students in all educa-
tional settings. These standards sup-
port an examination of the quality of
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programming for gifted learners and
include both minimum standards
and exemplary standards in seven key
areas. They serve as a way for districts
to set benchmarks and evaluate their
programs for gifted learners. A combi-
nation of research-based instructional
strategies and the Gifted Program
Standards can contribute to the devel-
opment of a solid universal tier of
instruction for school systems utiliz-
ing an Rt framework.

Principle Two: Early Intervention

A second guiding principle is the
idea that intervening at the earli-
est indication of need is necessary to
ensure student success (CDE, 2008).
In the case of twice-exceptional stu-
dents, a significant educational need,
whether for acceleration, enrichment,
and/or remediation, may not be
apparent in the early years of school.
Many twice-exceptional students are
able to mask their diverse needs until
much later in their school experience
(McCoach, Kehle, Bray, & Siegle,
2001). For twice-exceptional students,
it often is the case that the accelera-
tion or enrichment needs may remain
undetected until later in their school
experience because they have not been
put into learning environments that
allow for success or that foster interest
and motivation for learning. Literature
suggests that it is crucial to access the
talent and ability of twice-exceptional
students as early as possible (Baldwin,
1995; Baum, Cooper, & Neu, 2001;
Neu, 2003; Nielsen, 2002; Reis,
McGuire, & Neu, 2000; Reis, Neu,
& McGuire, 1995; Weinfeld, Barnes-
Robinson, Jeweler, & Shevitz, 2002).
A consistent theme has emerged from
the literature: “Programmatic interven-
tions suggest the importance of provid-
ing these students with a curriculum
that accommodates their unique gifts
and talents while simultaneously
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allowing the students to compensate
for problematic weaknesses” (Neu,
2003, p. 152). It is fundamental to the
success of twice-exceptional students
to identify and nurture their gifts and
talents (Baum & Owen, 2004).

This principle addresses the need
to intervene at the earliest sign of a
problem. A problem is defined here as
an educational need for acceleration,
enrichment, and/or remediation. If
caught early enough, remediation for
a disability can make a significant dif-
ference for a twice-exceptional child
and change the school experience to
a more positive one. When provided
with remediation strategies early on,
twice-exceptional students can alle-
viate some of the challenges quickly
and never need long-term intensive
support.

Principle Three:
Tiered Interventions

Another crucial principle of an
effective Rtl model is the inclusion
of a comprehensive system of tiered
interventions. This is a consistent com-
ponent regardless of the model and
essential for addressing the full range
of student needs. The three-tiered ser-
vice delivery model is the most com-
mon and was originally adapted from
the public health and disease preven-
tion model.

Rtl begins in the universal tier
with high-quality instruction and
curriculum that will address the needs
of approximately 80% of the students
within that system. Students identi-
fied as having an educational need are
provided with interventions at increas-
ing levels of duration and intensity.
Targeted interventions are used for
these students and tend to address
the needs of approximately 10-15%
of students within the system at the
targeted tier. These interventions are
provided by a variety of educational

personnel including general educators,
special educators, gifted educators, and
specialists. When there continues to be
an educational need, as measured by
ongoing progress monitoring with cur-
riculum-based measures (CBM), the
intervention is modified or adapted to
increase progress or to further enhance
the learning of the student. The most
intensive tier of intervention is meant
to address the needs of about 5-7% of
the students within a system.

As Rtl has been implemented,
many systems began the process by
simply adding more targeted and
intensive interventions. This can
challenge a system both in terms of
resources and time. These systems
ultimately have had to revisit their
universal tier and revise what they do
for all students. This has resulted in
more differentiated instruction and
consistent core instruction and cur-
riculum. Because this multitiered
model is contingent on the needs of
students, the universal tier will look
different from system to system.

The benefits of a multitiered system
for twice-exceptional students are sig-
nificant. The intent of these tiers is to
address the varied educational needs
of students. Each twice-exceptional
student has not only traits and char-
acteristics in the realm of giftedness,
but also traits and characteristics in
one or more areas of disability/excep-
tionality. This combination of strengths
and challenges has made it difficult to
address the multiple and varied educa-
tional needs. The Rel/Problem-Solving
Process is more fluid than the typical
school system of separate programs
because all student needs, remedial and
advanced, can be addressed. The pro-
cess allows for a discussion of the whole
child, starting with strengths. This mul-
titiered system allows for an ongoing
discussion about the student’s needs
without a push to get the child tested
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for special education. Interventions can
occur without a label.

Principle Four: Use of Data

Another core principle of Rt that
is directly related to the multitiered
model is that student results are
improved when ongoing academic
and behavioral performance data are
used to inform instructional decisions
(CDE, 2008). The effective use of data
in an Rtl model is crucial in assisting
instructional decisions across the tiers.
This begins with screening at the uni-
versal tier for all students. This practice
has great promise for twice-exceptional
students. These students “. . . often use
their high levels of intelligence to com-
pensate for problematic weaknesses . . .”
(Baum & Owen, 2004, p. 160). This
compensation acts as a mask over their
areas of struggle. With the use of valid,
reliable screening instruments, many
issues can be detected early and appro-
priate interventions assigned. Because
they are so bright, twice-exceptional
students can benefit immensely with
early intervention. With the appropri-
ate intervention provided through an
Rtl/Problem-Solving Process, the need
for a label and special education may
never be necessary.

Principle Five: Collaboration

Another foundational principle
of an effective Rtl model involves
the belief that collaboration among
educators, families, and community
members is the foundation to effec-
tive problem solving and instructional
decision making (CDE, 2008). The
problem-solving process acts as a way
of systematizing the decision-making
process to lead to the development of
instructional and intervention strate-
gies that will have the highest probabil-
ity of success. The purpose of having
this process in place is to use the data
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to guide decisions about appropriate
interventions and to monitor student
progress through those interventions
to determine the effectiveness.

To have such a system in place to
address the ongoing and changing
needs of twice-exceptional students is
extremely helpful. Too often in typi-
cal educational systems, interventions
are developed but not monitored or
modified for effectiveness on a fre-
quent basis. Because of this, weeks
and sometimes months of instruc-

With the appropriate
intervention
provided through
an Rtl/Problem-
Solving Process,
the need for a
label and special
education may
never be necessary.

tional opportunities are lost. With
the problem-solving process, there are
built-in checkpoints to review data and
the effectiveness of the interventions,
whether they are remedial or advanced
learning opportunities.
Collaboration in this process is
crucial. This requires a team of profes-
sionals and parents to work together as
partners to identify a measurable out-
come for the student. It is an oppor-
tunity to utilize data from a variety
of sources to inform the instructional
decisions made for a student and to
adapt the intervention along the way
at appropriate intervals. This type of
collaboration has been identified as
crucial when addressing the needs of
twice-exceptional students. Various
studies have pointed toward the impor-

tance of the balance between reme-
diation and attention to the child’s
strength (Baldwin, 1995; Baum et al.,
2001; Nielsen, 2002; Reis et al., 1995;
Weinfeld et al., 2006). Collaboration
allows for a shared ownership for stu-
dent success. General, special, and
gifted educators work together to sup-
port the needs of students, especially
twice-exceptional students.

The effectiveness of the problem-
solving process is increased when col-
laborative consultation is added. The
role of the collaborative consultant in
this process becomes one of “monitor
and evaluator” (Kampwirth, 20006).
This role can be filled by anyone on the
team but requires training and a spe-
cific skill set. It is recommended that
all members of the problem-solving
team be trained as collaborative con-
sultants to better divide the responsi-
bilities. The case study shared in this
article is reflective of the problem-
solving process with the collaborative
consultant and should further illus-
trate the usefulness of such a model
for twice-exceptional students.

Principle Six: Family Engagement

A final core principle that is a guid-
ing force in an effective Rtl model is
the belief that ongoing and meaningful
family engagement increases the suc-
cessful outcomes for students. There is
much research that supports the prin-
ciple that families engaged in a positive
relationship with schools can have a
direct impact on the achievement of
students (Henderson & Mapp, 2002).
What is true about twice-exceptional
students is that they are even more at
risk for failure and underachievement
without family involvement. Many
times the child whom families see at
home is a very different child within
a school environment, where he or
she may be feeling less support and
success. For this reason, it is the job
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of parents to advocate for their child
and represent their view of his or her
strengths and challenges.

The problem-solving format is a per-
fect venue for such advocacy. In addi-
tion, the parent must be prepared to
provide support at home for academ-
ics. Within the Rel/Problem-Solving
Process, the parents are at the table and
involved in determining the necessary
intervention for their child. They will
leave the problem-solving meeting with
some guidance for home support that is
directly related to the chosen interven-
tion. By empowering the family to be
part of the solution, the outcomes for
the child are more successful.

Case Study

This case study was written utilizing
the steps of the Rel/problem-solving/
consultation model. There are several
steps to this problem-solving process
that are important for the fidelity and
implementation of a successful plan
(see Figure 2):

1. initial consultation,

2. initial problem-solving team
meeting,

3. intervention and progress moni-
toring,

4. follow-up consultation, and

5. follow-up problem-solving team
meeting (CDE, 2009, p. 6).

To help illustrate how this plan might
work for any child, but particularly a
twice-exceptional student, we will use
Brad as a case study.

Background Information

Brad is a likeable, high-energy boy
who enjoys conversations with adults.
He loves to watch the History Channel
on television. His precocious and highly
developed vocabulary, as well as his
maturity, caused his preschool teacher
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and staff to recommend that he skip
kindergarten and begin first grade in
the fall. His parents were amazed and
pleased by this recommendation and
they enrolled him in a private reli-
gious school. From the very begin-
ning of first grade, he struggled with
academic skills, particularly reading
and writing, and was unable to keep
up with his classmates. At the end of
first grade it was decided that he was
still not ready to move on to second
grade and that it would be better for
his self-esteem and academic progress
if he remained in first grade another
year. By the end of September of his
second year as a first grader, Brad was so
frustrated that he tossed over his chair
and desk and ran out of school, deter-
mined never to come back. The private
school agreed with this sentiment and
asked the parents to find a new school.
By October, Brad was transferred into
the local public school. This suburban
school had been implementing an Rel/
Problem-Solving Process approach to
meeting the needs of all students for
more than 2 years. Brad’s new teacher
recognized very quickly that he was
struggling with reading and writing.
He appeared to be very unhappy, as
demonstrated by negative comments
such as “I'm so stupid” or “This work
is dumb.” He was known to rip up and
throw away some of his writing assign-
ments. Other times he would just put
his head down on the desk and refuse to
complete the assigned task. Because of
these behaviors, the classroom teacher
set up a meeting with Brad’s parents as
part of the data-gathering process of Rtl
to discuss her concerns and to deter-
mine their thoughts and ideas about
their son’s behaviors and progress.
Parent Information. The parents
reported seeing some very angry
behaviors when he would return
home after school. These behaviors
included his running around in circles
screaming until he would wear him-

self out and collapse on the floor in
tears. In addition, he also was refus-
ing to do any homework even with
support from either parent. They
agreed with the teacher that a refer-
ral requesting an initial consultation
would be helpful. Because of the
nature of his learning and behavioral
issues, the teacher requested an initial
consultation and began the referral to
the problem-solving team. Due to the
concerns about learning and behav-
ior, the special education teacher was
assigned to be the consultant.

Initial Consultation

The purpose of the initial consulta-
tion is to discuss gathered information
in order to support the referring teacher
and/or parent and to begin the process
of identifying the student’s strengths,
challenges, and needs. The classroom
teacher, parent, or school professionals
can make a referral requesting assistance.
A consultant is assigned to meet with
the teacher to discuss the child’s specific
behaviors and to review the academic
data that is available. If it is decided
that more information is needed to
further determine the student’s needs,
then the consultant, teacher, and parent
will gather more data. They may need
to spend more time observing the stu-
dent in a variety of settings, evaluating
his abilities utilizing a variety of testing
and/or screening materials or gather-
ing more of his classroom work samples.
The consultant and the teacher will
list all of the strengths and needs and
then prioritize them. Once the priority
needs are identified, they will begin to
define the problem and to generate a
plan. The plan must be observable and
measurable.

Initial Consultation for Brad. The
classroom teacher and the consultant
met to discuss Brad. The classroom
teacher noted that Brad was very ani-
mated and participatory during social
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1. Initial Consultation

Together, the consultant, referring teacher, and/or parent:
Discuss gathered information from teacher/parent (if a teacher referral, teacher
has already been in contact with parent)
Begin the process of identifying the student’s strengths, challenges, and needs
List abilities and/or problems the student is demonstrating
Prioritize issues and define the “problem” (remedial and/or advanced) based on
data analysis

2. Initial Problem-Solving Team Meeting
Members of the problem-solving team:
Generate interventions for the problem or ability
Determine who is going to provide intervention, when it will take place, how often,
and in what group
Determine who will progress monitor and what tool will be used
Determine, through parent/family input and guidance, what will support or
supplement intervention at home
Schedule the follow-up meeting

3. Intervention Implementation and Progress Monitoring
Consultant, teacher, and parent:
e Continue to communicate regularly about the intervention
* Ensure that the intervention protocol is followed
* Continue to emphasize the shared responsibility for the student’s success

4. Follow-Up Consultation
Consultant guides discussion with teacher and interventionist (if different
person) to:
Discuss progress monitoring data, observational data, and report from
parent/family
Adjust aimline when goals are met early
Prepare for follow-up meeting to ensure a smooth efficient flow

5. Follow-Up Problem-Solving Team Meeting
Members of the problem-solving team:
Set tone by using data to discuss effectiveness of intervention
Value teacher and parent input
Review effectiveness of the intervention plan
Make decisions about next steps

Figure 2. Problem-solving/consultation process.

Note. Adapted from Colorado Department of Education (2009).
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studies and science. He made many
contributions during these classes,
often demonstrating knowledge that
was very advanced and sophisticated.
In fact, he would try to engage her
in more in-depth discussions but
she rarely could accommodate him
because the rest of the class was not
at that level. He also liked the con-
versations and book discussions dur-
ing literature class/book circle but he
refused to read out loud during any
of these classes. In fact, it was very
hard to determine his reading issues
and level because he refused to take
the Dynamic Indicator of Basic Early
Literacy Skills (DIBELS) and the
reading comprehension screening. In
addition, his pencil grip was awkward
and his handwriting was large, dis-
jointed, and very difficult to read. He
refused to participate in any creative
writing activities.

During their meeting, the classroom
teacher and the consultant determined
that more data were needed. The con-
sultant decided that she would observe
him in all of his classes, including
social studies and science. She also
would attempt to evaluate his read-
ing ability and level individually in a
separate location where he would not
have to read in front of other students.
They also would begin compiling his
classwork, including his worksheets in
social studies and science, to establish a
portfolio of his writing. The classroom
teacher would ask Brad’s mother for
any data and work samples that she
had from his preschool and first-grade
classes. They agreed to collect the data
and to meet again in 2 weeks.

At the next meeting, they reviewed
the data that they had gathered. The
observations were very valuable. The
consultant was able to observe his
motivation in social studies and his
attempts to dominate the discussion.
He seemed to enjoy the science class
also but was busy talking to several
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other students, and it appeared that
he was trying to teach them about the
scientific concept that the teacher was
discussing. The students, on the other
hand, were not interested in his com-
ments and appeared to be aggravated
by his interruptions.

Brad’s mother provided valuable
information about the lack of reading
help that occurred at the private school.
The expectation was that he would
participate in reading group with the
other students and that his reading
difficulties were a demonstration of
willful and inappropriate behavior on
his part rather than a reading problem.
A review of his report cards indicated
comments about his ability to follow
and contribute to reading discussions
but a refusal to read aloud and that
he needed to put more effort into the
task. Other than his parents reading to
him every night before going to bed,
his mother noted that he had not been
given any special help with his reading.

The consultant completed the read-
ing assessment and was able to identify
that he had major issues with decod-
ing: He knew some of the initial con-
sonant sounds but could not identify
the vowel sounds. His reading com-
prehension was very poor because of
his attempts to sound out each word,
but his oral comprehension when the
story was read to him was three grade
levels above his current placement.

The teacher and the consultant
listed all of the existing needs and the
accompanying data. When they priori-
tized the problems and abilities, they
determined that they needed to focus
on his decoding skills and needed to
address his interest and passion in
social studies or science by involving
him in an advanced study activity. The
consultant agreed to set up the initial
problem-solving team meeting and the
teacher stated that she would call the
parents to invite them to participate in
the meeting.

Initial Problem-Solving
Team Meeting

The purpose of the initial problem-
solving team meeting is to generate
interventions that are measurable and
observable and that address the iden-
tified problem or ability. Because the
problem identification has occurred at
the initial consultation, this meeting
can focus on determining the specific
interventions; establishing the inten-
sity and duration of the interventions;
assigning the person(s) responsible
for the interventions; identifying the
materials, accommodations, and mod-
ifications; and determining the prog-
ress monitoring schedule. The parent
is considered to be a valued member
of this team and often is given tasks
to accomplish at home that reinforce
and support the efforts of the school
personnel. At the secondary level, the
student often is asked to participate in
the meeting. Minutes of the meeting
are taken by the assigned note taker and
distributed to all participants. If the ini-
tial consultation has been effective, the
initial problem-solving team meeting
should not take more than an hour.

Brad’s Initial Problem-Solving Team
Meeting. There were a number of par-
ticipants—the classroom teacher, the
consultant, the gifted and talented
coordinator, the occupational thera-
pist, the reading teacher, the princi-
pal, and Brad’s parents. Because Brad
demonstrated many of the behavioral
characteristics of a twice-exceptional
student, it was determined that an
intervention focusing on his strength,
as well as an intervention to address at
least one of his academic challenges,
was necessary. After discussing the rea-
sons for Brad’s referral and reviewing
the data, the problem-solving team
determined that the following plans
would be put in place.

In order to capitalize on Brad’s inter-
est in social studies, it was determined
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that he would develop an independent
study. He would be given options to
explore a topic of interest related to
the social studies curriculum in more
depth. Prior to the independent study,
he would be given an oral preassess-
ment to ascertain his knowledge of
the basic curriculum in this area. He
also would be given the opportunity
to choose the method of presenting his
independent project. He would join
a small group of first, second, and
third graders who were working on
independent projects with the gifted
and talented teacher twice a week
for 45 minutes each. He also would
be given time to work on his project
during social studies class when the
other students were working on their
assignments. The classroom teacher,
with the assistance of the gifted and
talented teacher, would design a rubric
for grading and monitoring his project.
Brad would accompany his class on
field trips to the police station, fire sta-
tion, and the mayor’s office during the
4-week social studies unit on commu-
nity. His parents agreed to participate
by taking Brad to visit the community
library in addition to historical build-
ings and sites in the area.

The problem-solving committee
determined from the data and from
comments that they had heard Brad
say that he is very frustrated with his
inability to read quickly and well.
Although the classroom teacher was
already teaching phonics as part of
the reading/literacy block every day, it
was decided that Brad would benefit
more from a research-based targeted
intervention designed to teach decod-
ing skills in a sequential and multi-
sensory manner. The reading teacher
was already working with two other
students on this intervention during
that block and she felt that he would
fit nicely with the other students. He
would participate in this group 5 days
a week for 30 minutes per day. He
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already had been given the pretest so
that the reading teacher knew exactly
what skills he needed to learn. The
reading teacher also worked with the
classroom teacher to alert her to what
phonetic skills were being addressed
weekly so that she could reinforce
them during classroom activities.

In addition to the two plans that
focused on his strengths and con-
cerns, the committee decided that they
needed more information about his
difficulties with writing. The parents
granted permission to allow the occu-
pational therapist to do an assessment.

It was agreed that the problem-
solving committee would meet in 3
weeks to determine if progress was
being made.

Intervention and
Progress Monitoring

Once the problem-solving meet-
ing takes place, it is time to begin the
intervention and progress monitor-
ing phase. It is important during this
phase that the plan that is developed
during the meeting is implemented
with fidelity. The consultant will con-
tinue to be involved as a support to
the classroom teacher.

Brad’s Intervention and Progress
Monitoring. The classroom teacher and
the reading teacher met that afternoon
to discuss the reading curriculum and
decided that he would start with the
new phonics group on Monday. The
teacher was given the lesson plans for
the week so that she could support
both Brad and the other two students
in class. The two teachers agreed to
meet every Friday to review the cur-
riculum and progress monitoring data.

The day after the problem-solving
meeting, the classroom teacher gave
Brad his social studies oral pretest. It
was determined that he indeed knew
the information needed to pass the
assessment at the end of the Pilgrim

unit. The day after the classroom
teacher alerted his parents, she and the
gifted and talented teacher met with
Brad to discuss the plan. Brad was
delighted that he was going to be able
to work on a special project. Because
the current topic of the social studies
curriculum was community services,
Brad chose to compare and contrast
the community services provided dur-
ing the colonial period versus those in
his current New England town. After
he was given options of how he would
present his independent study, he
chose to create a slideshow presenta-
tion and he already had some ideas
that he wanted to incorporate into the
presentation. He would have time over
the weekend to go to the library with
his parents and would start work on his
project on Tuesday during his session
with the gifted and talented teacher.

Follow-Up Consultation

The follow-up consultation is
important in order to determine
whether all of the plans are being
implemented and to determine if
adjustments need to be made. The
assigned consultant can meet with
the parents, classroom teacher, and/or
the teachers who are providing inter-
vention services. The consultant also
will look at the data being collected
because they will be the input neces-
sary for making any adjustments dur-
ing the next problem-solving meeting.

Brad’s Follow-Up Consultation. The
special education teacher had been
assigned as the consultant for Brad’s
case. Two weeks into the interven-
tion, she arranged a meeting with the
classroom teacher, the reading teacher,
and the gifted and talented teacher to
determine Brad’s progress with the new
plans. The classroom teacher reported
that Brad was responding well to the
social studies plan. He looked for-
ward to going to the gifted and tal-
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ented resource room twice a week
and he proudly showed her the prog-
ress he was making on his slideshow
presentation. The gifted and talented
teacher concurred that he was taking
responsibility for his project and was
following the outline that they had
developed. Instead of participating
in the social studies activities in the
classroom (except for the field trips),
he was working independently at the
library or on the classroom computer.
Both teachers felt that he would have
his project completed by the 3-week
deadline. They also noted that his par-
ents had been very helpful with getting
him resource books and books on CD
at the local library.

The reading teacher stated that Brad
was actively participating in the read-
ing program and that it appeared from
his progress that he was responding
positively to the sequential and multi-
sensory approach to phonics. He had
learned several consonant sounds but
was still having difficulty with the short
vowel sounds. The classroom teacher
noted that even though he was making
progress, he was very unhappy in her
reading group. Because his comprehen-
sion was far better than he was able to
read, as noted in the testing prior to
the initial problem-solving meeting, she
wanted to explore ways to allow him
to be in a more sophisticated reading
group because of his need to discuss and
analyze the reading passages.

The classroom teacher also stated
that she was still very concerned about
his difficulty with writing and his
refusal to do any workbook pages or
written assignments. He was no lon-
ger ripping up his papers or becom-
ing as angry but was still putting his
head down and refusing to work. The
occupational therapist was scheduled
to assess Brad the following week, and
all of his teachers were looking for-
ward to learning the results in order
to assist Brad better with his written

Response to Intervention and Twice-Exceptional Learners

skills. The consultant assisted the class-
room teacher in compiling a portfo-
lio of the limited number of writing
samples that Brad had completed to
date during the year.

The consultant asked about Brad’s
parents and whether they had noted any
changes. The classroom teacher noted
that she had been talking to Brad’s mother
every Friday informally via e-mail. She
reported that his behavior was still very
unpredictable at home: Sometimes he
would become upset and irritable, which
led to crying and tantrums, and other

problem—solving team except for the
occupational therapist, who had been
out for a week with the flu. They deter-
mined that they would wait until the
next meeting to review her results and
decide what intervention was necessary.

They began by discussing Brad’s
social studies independent project in
which he was going to develop a slide-
show presentation. It was determined
that this had been a very successful
plan based on the results of his final
project in which he produced 10 rel-
evant slides. He worked very effectively

He worked very effectively with the
gifted and talented teacher, was
able to follow the outline and work
independently in the classroom
during social studies, and was able to

demonstrate an increased understanding

and knowledge about the subject.

times he was sweet, agreeable, and will-
ing to work on his special social studies
project. He was still refusing to do any
other type of homework.

Follow-Up Problem-
Solving Team Meeting

At this meeting, there should be
enough data to determine whether
progress is being made, to review the
student’s response to intervention, and
to discuss the next steps. The teacher,
consultant, and parents have an oppor-
tunity to review the data together and
to make decisions about continuing
the current plan or to change plans
based on information collected.

Brad’s Follow-Up Problem-Solving
Team Meeting. The follow-up problem-
solving team consisted of the same
members that met during the initial

with the gifted and talented teacher,
was able to follow the outline and
work independently in the classroom
during social studies, and was able to
demonstrate an increased understand-
ing and knowledge about the subject.
He earned an A on his project as per
the rubric developed by the classroom
teacher and the gifted and talented
teacher at the beginning of the unit.
Because the data demonstrated suc-
cess, it was decided that another proj-
ect with the gifted and talented teacher
was appropriate.

The reading teacher reviewed the
data from Brad’s daily work in the pho-
nics group. In 3 weeks, he had learned
four initial consonant sounds and was
practicing four more. Although he was
able to identify the initial consonant
sounds, he was still having difficulty

with consonant-vowel-consonant (c-v-
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c) words because of the short vowel
sounds. It was decided that the read-
ing teacher and the classroom teacher
would continue to work on the specific
skills related to c-v-c and short vowel
sounds. They also discussed that he
may need the reading program with
a different approach in the future in
order to acquire the vowel sounds if the
data demonstrate that need. However,
they felt that it was too soon to make
that decision because they still did
not have enough data. They decided to
monitor his progress closely.

The classroom and reading teach-
ers also noted that even though Brad
was struggling with decoding, his read-
ing assessment information indicated
that he was able to comprehend at least
two grade levels above his actual grade
placement. Brad was complaining dur-
ing reading group that the stories were
boring and was either dominating the
group, making fun of the stories, or
refusing to participate. Because this
issue had been discussed during con-
sultation, the special education teacher
had done some checking prior to the
meeting. She had talked to the high
school principal about utilizing one
of the honors students who needed
to earn community service credit. The
student agreed to record his reading
of the textbook stories and the ques-
tions into a tape recorder. This way,
Brad could listen to the stories when
everyone else was reading silently and
he would be prepared to participate in
the highest level reading group with
four other students on a daily basis
for 30 minutes. The classroom teacher
would document each day whether or
not he was prepared by answering the
lower level questions correctly and
whether or not he contributed to the
higher level cognitive questioning,
such as analysis and evaluation, that
were typical in that reading group.
Because the end of the first semester
was in 3 weeks, the problem-solving

Response to Intervention and Twice-Exceptional Learners

team decided that it would be helpful

to meet at that time.
Future Steps

The Rl process will continue dur-
ing the year as the problem-solving
team and Brad’s assigned consultant
assess the data, review his progress,
and determine whether intervention
is still needed or should be modified.
The important element for a twice-
exceptional student is that both
his strengths and his challenges are
addressed. During that process, Brad
may receive interventions that are at
any one of the tiers but the decisions
will be based on his needs and the
data gathered through the interven-
tions. Ultimately, if these interven-
tions are not sufficient to meet Brad’s
needs as currently established, and
he demonstrates the need for ongo-
ing intensive support to be successful,
then he may be identified as a student
with a disability and an Individualized
Educational Program will be developed
through this same process. He also may
be identified as a student who needs
gifted and talented ongoing services.

Conclusion

Brad’s case study illustrates why Rtl
is a promising fit for the child who
has gifts and learning and emotional
issues. Instead of thinking about put-
ting a label on Brad and sending him
to special education, the classroom
teacher focused on his needs first. She
was aware that she needed to identify
the problem and, with the help of the
consultant and the problem-solving
team, found a way to assist him with
the evidence-based curriculum and
activities that were available to her
and the team. The core principles of
Rt are the driving force behind this
process and evident throughout. With

a twice-exceptional child like Brad, the
goal is always to focus on both the gift
and the academic or behavioral need.
The research identified in this paper
have stated that it is important that
educators and parents find ways to
emphasize the student’s strengths.
These students, like all students, need
to have high-level instruction and
academic challenges. At the same
time, twice-exceptional students must
receive appropriate remediation and
help for the areas that interfere with
their progress. As a result of the prob-
lem-solving/consultation process, Brad
was able to receive early intervention
in reading and could still participate in
higher level thinking activities, such as
the social studies independent project.
The problem-solving team was still in
the process of evaluating the data to
determine whether he needed modifi-
cations or intensive support in writing.
Because the Rtl process is ongoing and
focuses on student needs, the problem-
solving team will continue to review
Brad’s progress and the interventionist,
along with the consultant, will adjust
the intensity and type of services and
materials along the way. They might
determine that he needs more support
within the most intensive tier of inter-
ventions for his reading and writing,
but that he is able to function with
his classmates in an activity at the uni-
versal tier in science and math. These
decisions will be based on his needs,
not his label. Because interventions are
based on the needs of students within
individual systems, determination of
the level of the intervention will be
dependent on the system. At some
point in the process, there may be a
time when a disability is suspected and
it may be evident that Brad will need
ongoing targeted and/or intensive sup-
port to be successful. At this point, a
recommendation for consideration for
a full and individual evaluation would
be made.
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Because Response to Intervention
is a multifaceted approach, it addresses
the comprehensive academic and behav-
ioral needs of all students. Inherent in
its design is the focus on both student
strengths and challenges in a variety of
ways. Because of the complex needs of
twice-exceptional students, the Rel/
Problem-Solving Process is a very prom-
ising system that will meet their needs
for high-level instruction and appro-
priate remediation. The old system of
“wait to fail” identification and service
delivery is not an adequate model for
any student, but is particularly ineffec-
tive with the twice-exceptional student
because of his or her unique needs. As
demonstrated by the research, there is an
urgency to intervene early with twice-
exceptional students and to focus on
their strengths. The core principles of a
Response to Intervention model allow
the needs of twice-exceptional students
to be directly addressed. These principles
direct the focus of an entire system to
success for all students. As the prin-
ciples indicate, this includes an inten-
tional emphasis on early intervention
through a multitiered approach based
on student needs. This requires a move
away from the silos of education into a
more collaborative effort and a need to
create an “every-ed” approach. With an
increased emphasis on student outcomes
and data-driven instructional decisions
in an Rtl model, this will lead to a much
more successful school experience for
twice-exceptional students. GET
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Response to Intervention (Rtl)
has become an instructional practice
employed predominantly in gen-
eral education classrooms across the
United States as a direct result of the
reauthorization of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act in 2004.
Rtl has implications for gifted educa-
tion as a framework for policy devel-
opment because it is an integrative
approach to classroom practices that
modify high-quality instruction based
upon students’ academic or behav-
ioral needs (National Association of
State Directors of Special Education,
2007). It is based on a public health
model of intervention in which tiers of
increasingly intense interventions are
directed at correspondingly smaller and
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smaller population segments (Mellard
& Johnson, 2008). Students are sys-
temically and frequently monitored,
data are evaluated, goals and evidence-
based interventions are implemented in
order to preclude a student from being
identified, and ultimately the students
are placed in special education services.
The focus on the three aspects of (a)
screening and prevention, (b) early
intervention, and (c) disability determi-
nation underscores Rtl as an important
process because of its potential to help
schools provide appropriate learning
experiences for all students.

At a practical level, Rl is just sound,
effective teaching. It is preassessing stu-
dents through a strategic process, mak-
ing modifications in accordance to a
student’s displayed needs, and monitor-
ing student progress employing a tiered
approach in order for higher student

outcomes to be realized. So, one might
ask, “Don't teachers of the gifted do
this already?” There are many program
and curricular models in gifted educa-
tion; some address a tiered approach
to instruction and interventions, while
other models address curricular or
grouping strategies (VanTassel-Baska
& Brown, 2009). Regardless of the
program or curricular model employed
in gifted education classrooms, it is
typically not implemented consistently
across the country or even within the
same school district. As a field, gifted
education does not endorse any one
approach to serving students because
of the range of student abilities and
resulting concomitant diverse needs.
Therefore, service delivery in gifted edu-
cation s still heavily teacher dependent.
Yet, many of the components of Rtl are
employed in gifted education, albeit



inconsistently, such as preassessment.
The use of preassessment in gifted edu-
cation to diagnostically evaluate a gifted
learner’s performance prior to instruc-
tion has been widely used in classrooms
to determine an authentic level of
achievement and then implement peda-
gogical modifications for the student.
Preassessment has been documented
as an effective tool with gifted learn-
ers (Callahan, 2005), especially if we
accept the premise that gifted students
already have mastered approximately
30% of the curriculum to be taught
(U.S. Department of Education, 1993).
Although some of the current gifted cur-
ricular and instructional models embed
key components of Rtl within them,
they are not implemented in a coherent
or strategic fashion and educational poli-
cies undergirding both Rtl and effective

3

practices in gifted education are scant.
Unless Rtl has leadership support and
district and/or state policies, it will not
be implemented with fidelity and will
lose its potential as a framework for
overall student achievement. Leadership
and policies become the infrastructure
for Rtl to not only become operational
but systemic. Therefore, a need exists to
create state and local policies that allow
for the congruence of Rtl and gifted
education.

The stance that policies delineat-
ing the use of Rtl for gifted students
are needed is based on three major
assumptions about the role of policies

for the gifted.

The first assumption is that policies
for gifted learners have been relegated
to state and local initiatives, typically
linked to funding priorities. Without
a district or state policy, implemen-
tation of Rtl remains idiosyncratic,
lacks fidelity, and rests on the backs of
a passionate few who value its inher-
ent potential for student achievement.
Employing Rtl as a vehicle for gifted
education service and delivery would
require a policy that speaks to the flex-
ibility of curricular, instructional, and
assessment practices.

The second assumption is that
gifted education needs coherency
among program components, such as
identification and services linked to
professional development and teacher
preparation. Frequently, due to a lack
of adequate resources, gifted educa-
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tion has been a fragmented enterprise
at the local level, perhaps a pull-out
program in language arts at the ele-
mentary school, an ability-grouped
mathematics class at the middle
school, or a few designated Advanced
Placement (AP) courses at the high
school. Each operates independently
from the other and is not necessarily
linked to the identification processes
employed to find gifted students and
develop their potential. In order to
achieve a coherent framework for
gifted programming that includes Rtl
as an approach, the field must employ
a systematic framework for improve-
ment and must develop policies that
support implementation and program
improvement in a coherent fashion.
The third assumption is that the
development of policy that speaks to
Rel’s implication for gifted students
links gifted education to the broader
reform efforts occurring within special
and general education. Gifted educa-
tion can ill afford to be an “island
unto oneself.” Clune (1993) noted
that agenda policy development is an
essential component of sustaining edu-
cational reform. Gifted education his-
torically has used the special education
model as a basis for programming and
identification and has used the psycho-
logical measurement orientation as a
means of encompassing student outli-
ers. At the same time, gifted education
has attempted to incorporate general
educational principles of curriculum
design, teacher expertise, and organi-
zational support structures. If gifted
education is to continue and advance
as a field, it will have to embrace the
world of general education, its mod-
els, and its curriculum reform while
not abandoning the exceptionality
concept that defines the nature of the
population (VanTassel-Baska, 2003).
Therefore, a policy that can create a
hybrid combining the best practices of
special, general, and gifted education

Policy Implications at the State and District Level

can ensure sound practices built on a
research base.

Potential Rtl
Components for Gifted
Policy Development

At this point, policy development
and implementation of coherency
among policy components in gifted
education has been limited. However,
by linking gifted policies to Rtl and
other special or general education
practices, the field can reach consensus
on policy components that could serve
as a template for program and student
improvement. Table 1 explores the com-
ponents for policy interface that speak
to the core components and stages in
Rdl, implications for gifted education,
and areas for policy development.

Universal screening as the first
key component of Rtl is a corollary
for screening and nurturing poten-
tial in gifted education prior to any
formal identification. Screening in
gifted education usually precedes a
more formalized identification pro-
cess and allows schools and teachers
a more informal opportunity to assess
students’ skills and abilities. One of
the considerations with screening
for giftedness is to use measures that
allow for multiple levels of growth
to be displayed. Ceiling effect with
this population is an issue and should
be taken into consideration. When
choosing measures to access the core,
teachers should choose materials that
allow for above-grade-level growth to
be observed or displayed. Rtl screen-
ing is based on the core curriculum as
the source of data and the core cur-
riculum in most schools and states is
pitched at grade-level competencies;
therefore, above-grade-level core cur-
riculum for universal screening with
gifted students should be employed.
Gifted education could readily adopt

some of the screening practices
employed in Rl as screening practices
for nurturing potential by consider-
ing students’ authentic responses to
curriculum prior to formal identifica-
tion. Most states do not have a formal
policy for screening in gifted educa-
tion, but it is implied within their
identification policy.

Early identification policies that
call for nurturing potential in histori-
cally underserved populations, such
as the culturally and linguistically
diverse, economically disadvantaged,
and twice-exceptional, would shore
up that all students are screened for
potential. Attention to identification
issues receives the greatest emphasis
in all state regulations in gifted educa-
tion. States are employing more equi-
table approaches and procedures for
identification, seeking to incorporate
language that honors a diverse student
population (Brown, Avery, VanTassel-
Baska, Worley, & Stambaugh, 2006).
Universal screening that focuses on
early intervention could be incorpo-
rated into an identification policy that
calls for casting a wide net and the use
of early intervention strategies in con-
sidering talent propensities of early
learners and secking potential in tradi-
tionally underrepresented populations.

Another component of Rtl that
interfaces with gifted education once
a student is identified for gifted ser-
vices is the degree to which services
are linked to learners’ skills, interests,
and learning profiles. A policy on ser-
vice delivery being directly linked to
the learner and resulting educational
needs strengthens gifted education
because it begins to provide coher-
ency among programming aspects,
such as identification and service.
In gifted education, state policies on
appropriate programs and services
are less prominent, and frequently, if
they exist, are not connected to iden-
tification. In the Rel model of reme-
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Table 1

Policy Implications at the State and District Level

Components of Response to Intervention and the Implications
for Gifted Education and Policy Development

Components of Rtl

Implications for Gifted

Areas for Policy Development

Screening/Prevention
(Universal Screening: Assessing the
Core)

Baseline screening for all students to deter-
mine talent pool and potentiality; preassess-
ment to determine prerequisite knowledge
and skills

Early Intervention

Discerning individual precocity and making
modifications accordingly with individuals or
small groups of students

Early identification policies that call for nurtur-
ing potential

Early identification policies for ensuring
that historically underserved populations,
including culturally and linguistically diverse,
economically disadvantaged, and twice-
exceptional students, are proactively sought

Disability/Ability Determination

Identifying based on ability determination

Tiered Service Delivery

Providing services that match learner abilities,
interests, and skills

Policy on off-grade-level testing for highly
gifted

Policy that matches service delivery to identi-
fication or area(s) of ability

Fidelity of Implementation

Ensuring coherency among program com-
ponents such as identification and service,
personnel preparation, and program evalua-
tion, as well as ensuring that what gets imple-
mented is research-based

Evaluation/accountability policy for monitor-
ing program delivery and fidelity of services

Professional Development

Providing professional development for dif-
ferent stakeholders, as well as encouraging
or requiring teachers of the gifted to have a
gifted license or add-on endorsement

Policy for teacher development, licensure,
and professional development of all person-
nel involved with gifted students

Parent Involvement

Communicating and involving parents in
gifted programs or as part of a local steering
committee; parents may be part of a local
committee to develop or revise local plans
for the gifted

Policy on involving parents either as part of
a local steering committee, to develop and
revise local plans, or other mechanism ensur-
ing parent involvement and communication

dial needs currently in place in many
states, service delivery is tiered based
on the intensity of need. If a student
requires intensive reading remediation
based on earlier screening measures, it
is provided. Often in the field of gifted
education, a school system may have a
service delivery model, such as a pull-
out resource room focusing on enrich-
ment activities, that may or may not
have anything to do with the learner
but rather scheduling or teacher pref-
erences. Services for gifted learners
must be linked to the student’s level of
achievement to ensure student growth.

Another area in which Rt has
implications for gifted education is
the area of fidelity of implementing
services and overall fidelity of program
components. Progress monitoring as

a key component in Rl is a scientifi-
cally based practice of assessing stu-
dents’ performance on a regular basis.
Progress monitoring helps school
teams make ongoing decisions about
instruction. In an era of accountabil-
ity, implementing an array of services
with fidelity cannot be understated.
Providing evidence-based instruction
resulting in student learning has been
found to be almost nonexistent in
gifted evaluation studies. VanTassel-
Baska and Feng (2004) found that
there was an absence of data on stu-
dent learning, particularly from a sys-
temic perspective, across seven gifted
program evaluations conducted state-
wide and in local school districts.
Teacher preparation is another key
component necessary to ensure program

improvement and a standard of quality
instruction in gifted education. Access
to trained teachers is especially criti-
cal because research has documented
(Westberg, Archambault, Dobyns, &
Slavin, 1993) that general classroom
teachers make very few, if any, modifi-
cations for academically talented learn-
ers. Teachers who do receive specialized
training are more likely to provide dif-
ferentiated curricular and instructional
approaches that meet the needs of gifted
learners. The teacher preparation poli-
cies that do exist often lack specific-
ity in respect to content standards or
involvement with a state’s higher edu-
cational community. Moreover, policies
typically do not link staff development
with teacher performance nor do they
delineate the issue of differentiation

gifted child today 55



of content standards. In 2006, the
National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE) adopted
standards collaboratively developed by
the National Association for Gifted
Children (NAGC) and the Council for
Exceptional Children (CEC). These are
national standards for university pro-
grams that prepare teachers of the gifted
and represent a consensus on what
teachers should know and be able to do.

Lastly, parental involvement is a
key component that interfaces with
Rdl. In the Response to Intervention
model, one of the benefits for parents
is that they see how their child is doing
compared to peers and how the child’s
class measures up to other classes of the
same grade. They can get these results
on a regular basis from their school.
If class scores are down, for instance,
questions will be raised about the qual-
ity of teaching in that class; thus, class-
room teachers are more accountable
for their instruction. Gifted education
could adopt this approach to help
ensure that fidelity of implementation
with parent support occurs.

Implementation of Rtl
in North Carolina

North Carolina, like many other
states, has recognized this integrative
approach to structured levels of sup-
port and solid instruction. Although
Rt originated from the reauthorization
of IDEA 2004 as a process for iden-
tifying Specific Learning Disabilities
(SLD), North Carolina has chosen to
focus implementation of this initiative
as a vehicle to increase academic and
behavioral achievement for all learn-
ers by working with regular education
and classroom teachers. At present, it
is not being employed in gifted educa-
tion in North Carolina, but it is being
implemented in general education
classrooms in 92 school systems.

Policy Implications at the State and District Level

Implementation of Rel using a four-
tier model of problem solving in North
Carolina began in 2004, with pilots
in five school systems. The pilots were
chosen through an application pro-
cess. These school systems represented
a geographic cross-section of North
Carolina, including varied size, loca-
tion, and student performance lev-
els. The focus on Rl for these pilot
sites began with intensive training in
problem solving, curriculum-based
assessment, awareness of scientific
research-based interventions in cur-
riculum areas, positive behavior sup-
port, planning, and facilitation. After
the initial training and beginning
stages of implementation by the pilots,
training was then expanded to other
school systems in the state through an
additional application process. To date,
195 schools in 92 school systems have
participated in state-level training.
Currently, 24 school systems across
North Carolina with a total count
of 62 elementary schools are fully
implementing Rl for SLD eligibility.
Several secondary schools are moving
toward full implementation within the
next school year. Preliminary data cur-
rently are being collected from the 62
schools fully implementing Rel. Data
are being collected on the following
Rl components: highest tier of inter-
vention, performance on end-of-year
state assessments in reading and math,
student retention, and eligibility for
exceptional children services.

Although it originally was intro-
duced as an alternative to eligibility
determination of specific learning dis-
abilities, schools are finding that this
model enables them to look at the per-
formance of all students. Although the
training and implementation in North
Carolina to date has been to preclude
students from being identified with
SLD and to avoid the Exceptional
Children categorization, discussions
have ensued around the applicability

to all learners, even those perform-
ing above grade level or who have the
potential to perform above grade level.
But to date, no explicit application of
Rl to gifted education has occurred in
North Carolina. When schools assess
their core instruction, they identify
not only students who are lacking in
foundational skills, but also students
who are in need of enrichment and
expanded instruction beyond their cur-
rent grade-level curriculum. The poten-
tial for embedding the Rel model exists
for supporting all students, even those
who are potentially gifted, through a
structured model of multilevel support.

Action Steps for
Policy Development

In order to begin considering how
Rdl and gifted education can inform
each other to ensure that gifted stu-
dents’ needs are met within the Rtl
framework, a review of current poli-
cies, in addition to developing new
policies, may be in order. The follow-
ing action steps for policy development
provide guiding questions to frame
local or state actions when determin-
ing the best course of policy options
being considered.

» Convene a lask Force. ldentify a
representative sample of stakehold-
ers (local or state) to examine cur-
rent policies and identify potential
areas (e.g., curriculum) for policy
development. Stakeholder repre-
sentation should include gifted
educators, special educators, and
general educators.

* Review Current Policies. What poli-
cies currently exist at state or local
levels? Are the current policies com-
prehensive or inclusive of gifted
students, even those from tradition-
ally underrepresented populations?
Do the policies link or align to the
broader local or state context? Do
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gifted education policies connect
to general education or special edu-
cation policies in appropriate and
meaningful ways?

» Assess the Implications of Creating
a New or Revised Policy. How are
different stakeholders related to
the new policy? Would there be
any unintended consequences as a
result of the revised or new policy?
What assumptions does the new or
revised policy communicate?

* Create or Revise Policies. Create a
policy that speaks to screening for
potential and includes all growth
(below grade level, at grade level,
and above grade level), as well
as providing tiered services that
respond to individual needs. Is
the policy inclusive of all learners?
Does the policy consider grouping,
curricular, and instructional modi-
fications? Does the policy allow
for horizontal and vertical articula-
tion? Does it convey the school’s or
district’s vision for student success?
Is the new/revised policy either
adding value to existing policies or
filling a policy vacuum?

* Implementation Considerations. What
are the implications for budget? What
mechanisms are in place for commu-
nication, disseminating information,
and providing technical assistance to
ensure the operationalization of the
new/revised policy?

» Study the Fidelity of Policy Imple-
mentation. Determine policy effi-
cacy through gathering student
and program data.

Rdl serves as a valuable framework
for conversations about policy develop-
ment because of its potential utility in
providing appropriate learning experi-
ences for all students as well as early
identification of students who lack an
appropriate match of instructional and
curricular choices. Developing a set of
action steps for policy development is a

Policy Implications at the State and District Level

way to undergird school practices with
the necessary infrastructure.

Conclusion

In the absence of federal laws or
mandates governing gifted education,
state and local policy are the corner-
stone driving gifted education pro-
gramming in school systems across
the United States. The need for coher-
ent policies in gifted education that
address the components of Rtl is an
opportunity to bring a comprehensive
perspective—one from special educa-
tion, gifted education, and general
education—to the table to create poli-
cies that address differentiation, tiered
services, and teacher education from a
common framework. As the use of state
standards and accountability measures
intensify, the gifted field will find it
necessary to use policies as the base for
creating an infrastructure to support
student growth. The way we approach
the practice of education is experienc-
ing tidal waves. There are competing
demands for limited resources. We can
ill afford to operate on separate agen-
das if we want to address the need for
developing optimal opportunities for
our best learners. The essential ques-
tion is how to embrace the betterment
of all learners, including the gifted. As
a result, considering a model such as
Rtl affords the field an opportunity
to partner with regular education and
special education in developing poli-
cies undergirded by research that are
more dynamic and comprehensive in
nature by merging and integrating the
best of each field. Gifted learners and
indeed all learners’ educational futures
depend upon it. 6T
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by Claire E. Hughes, Karen
Rollins, Susan K. Johnsen,
Daphne A. Pereles, Stuart
Omdal, Lois Baldwin, Elissa F.
Brown, Sherry H. Abernethy,

and Mary Ruth Coleman

In preparation of this special issue, we asked contribut-
ing authors to think about the challenges that might be
faced if gifted education moves toward an Rel approach.
The following shared challenges can be used as discus-
sion points for planning and reflection.

Overall Challenges for Rtl

Rtl as Systemic Change

Response to Intervention has many positive features

that will help students not only succeed, but when paired
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with a strand that incorporates gifted, could even help
students reach their potential. However, Rtl will not
be successful unless it is viewed as a systemic process
that involves systemic change. For change to occur at
the classroom level, it also must involve administrative
support at the school and district levels. If implementa-
tion is not done systemically, Rel will meet with limited
success.

Program Intent and Philosophy

Employing Rl as a framework for gifted program-
ming requires that programming be inclusive rather than




exclusive because of the emphasis on
universal screening and proactively
responding to students’ needs based
on formative and curriculum-based
assessment. Many gifted programs
and state policies still operate with
an “exclusivity” model wherein only
students whose aptitude or achieve-
ment scores fall within a range above
the mean can receive services. Using an
RtI model to design policy would chal-
lenge assumptions around narrow defi-
nitions and identification processes for
determining who is gifted and would
include the nurturing of potential as
part of services. A challenge for gifted
education teachers and administrators
is adjusting to a major change in the
identification process. For decades, the
first step in the gifted education pro-
cess was identifying who was and was
not “gifted.” The label became the key
to services and programming. When
students display the characteristics
and/or behaviors associated with gift-
edness and the school system is poised
to respond to those documented aca-
demic needs for enrichment and/or
acceleration, the need for the gifted
label is no longer the “gatekeeper” to
services and programming associated
with gifted and talented education.

Budget and Resource Implications

There are budget implications
if gifted education employs an Rtl
approach for teacher preparation,
curriculum and assessment materi-
als, program implementation, and
program evaluation. Given current
budgetary constraints for gifted fund-
ing in federal and state budgets, this
remains a challenge. New and col-
laborative approaches to funding
will have to be developed to ensure
resources for nurturing, recognizing,
and responding to the strengths of all
children. Collaborative approaches
might include resources from: (a) Title

Remaining Challenges

Using an Rtl model to design policy
would challenge assumptions
around narrow definitions and
identification processes for

determining who is gifted and
would include the nurturing of
potential as part of services.

I enrichment funds, (b) technology
funds for distance learning, (c) media
center funds for challenging learning
materials, (d) curriculum funds for
rigorous high-end classes, and (e) spe-
cial education or 504 funds for twice-
exceptional learners. Just as greater
collaboration is needed for service
delivery, greater collaboration also is
needed to pool resources and reduce
the fragmentation of supports.

Leadership

When establishing RtI on a cam-
pus, all personnel and all departments
must work together in a cohesive
fashion in order for the process to
work. Most importantly, administra-
tion must provide good leadership in
order to encourage and foster change.
This leadership must come from not
only district administrators such as
superintendents, curriculum special-
ists, and special program directors,
but also from campus principals, vice
principals, and campus leaders. Rtl is
a complex system that requires vision,
strong leadership, and collaboration.
Granted, all personnel must do their
part in establishing the system and
working with students, but it is the
job of administrators to facilitate the
change and problem solve for the cam-
pus every step of the way.

Professional Development

Staff will need training on differenti-
ated instruction and enrichment strate-
gies to enhance instruction for students
identified as gifted. Teachers will need
an understanding of how to expand
curriculum to challenge these identi-
fied learners. Additionally, school lead-
ers must have training and commitment
to the approach as a way to scaffold
learning for all learners. Rt training
and long-term follow-up also will be
an essential component of expanding
the capacity to support the change.

Challenges for Schools
and Classrooms
Implementing Rti

Implementing Differentiated
Strategies Within Tier 1

For Rtl to be responsive to gifted
and talented students, differentiation
needs to occur at the Tier 1 level in all
core subject areas. In this way, students
who have strengths in one subject area
and who exhibit a disability in another
may receive appropriate interven-
tions. In the case of gifted students,
these interventions might include
adding depth and complexity to the
content, faster pacing, independent
study, choices among assignments,
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Remaining Challenges

above-grade-level activities, curricu-
lum compacting, tiered assignments,
and so on. It is not easy for teachers to
provide for a wide range of differences
in the classroom. Teachers need to have
flexibility in their curriculum and in
the activities that they use in the class-
room. A standard curriculum will not
address each student’s strengths and
weaknesses. Therefore, teachers need
to have access to a variety of curricu-
lar materials so that they can intervene
with individual students.

Collaboration

Administrators, special education
teachers, gifted education teachers,
and other support personnel need to
assist the general education teacher in
implementing varied interventions
and in reviewing the assessment infor-
mation to determine their effective-
ness. Moreover, this support needs to
be ongoing and help the teacher learn
how to manage a wide range of differ-
ences in the classroom. Management
techniques might include the use of
flexible grouping, a variety of activi-
ties, student record keeping, learning
stations, flexible pacing and schedul-
ing, and independent studies. With
curricular and instructional support,
there is a greater likelihood that appro-
priate support can occur at the Tier
1 level and all students will receive
instruction that adapts to their abili-
ties and disabilities.

Research-Based
Instructional Practices

In both RtI’s approaches for special
education students (e.g., standard pro-
tocol and problem solving), there is an
emphasis on research-based practices
so that students who need more inten-
sive services or services beyond the gen-
eral education classroom actually need
them and do not receive them because

they received inadequate instruction.
Just as in special education, gifted edu-
cation needs to clearly identify prac-
tices that have evidence to support
their use. Research support enables
the teacher to select the most effective
programs, materials, and instructional
strategies for gifted students. The chal-
lenge for those involved in research is
getting these best practices into the
hands of teachers who provide direct
services to students. Too frequently,
curriculum and instructional strategies
are based upon opinion, habit, or tra-
dition. To encourage more data-based
decision-making when interventions
are selected, researchers need to make
their results more accessible to practi-
tioners. Similarly, practitioners need to
ask the question “Is there any research
evidence to support this practice?”

In gifted education, several books
have been written regarding best
practices (Callahan & Plucker, 2008;
Robinson, Shore, & Enersen, 2007).
These books address a variety of areas
that include topics such as flexible
grouping, compacting the curriculum,
higher level thinking, and instructional
strategies within specific curriculum
domains. The Council for Exceptional
Children (CEC) also has initiated a
project for analyzing and determining
which evidence should be used to sup-
port a particular practice (CEC, 2008).
CEC has developed specific criteria
for reviewing articles that use certain
research designs. As these practices
are validated, CEC plans on dissemi-
nating them to schools and teachers.
Teachers also may choose to take an
active role in developing an evidence
base by using action research in their
classroom. Action research involves
problem solving similar to the Rtl
approach. Baseline information is
collected on a student’s academic or
behavioral progress, an intervention
is applied, more data are collected,
and decisions are made about the

effectiveness of the intervention. If
the intervention is working, it is con-
tinued; if not, another intervention
is implemented. Action research has
the potential to generate new effective
interventions for all students.

Developing Decision Points
for More Intensive Services

Among educators, a major issue is
determining the point when students
need more intensive services. When
does the teacher refer a child for spe-
cial education or for gifted education?
What constitutes inadequate progress
or progress that requires more than
what the general education classroom
can provide? What assessments should
be used in this more comprehensive
level of evaluation? Highly gifted stu-
dents may need radical acceleration
(e.g., even though they are elementary
students, they are ready to learn calcu-
lus), intensive counseling (e.g., they are
very different in terms of their inter-
ests and maturity from their same-age
peers), or other out-of-school activities
(e.g., mentoring, competitions, dual-
enrollment options). Decision-making
guidelines must be created that include

these kinds of high-end options.
Changes in Assessment

Progress monitoring to determine
needs in intensity of instruction and
strategies will be required when imple-
menting an Rtl model. Appropriate
assessment tools and strategies will
need to be identified to determined
accelerated knowledge and potential
growth of gifted students. This will
require the general education teacher
to use assessments that are above grade
level. Such assessments are not com-
monly used because state-mandated
tests are tightly aligned to grade-level
expectations. The inclusion of above-
grade-level assessments or those that

60 summer 2009 - vol 32, no 3



assess what gifted students know is
a challenge within the Rtl model.
To be truly useful, teachers will need
assessment data documenting when
a child had progressed well beyond
the expected classroom curriculum.
In addition, assessments should help
formally identified students so that
resources can be provided for more
intensive services.

Specific Remaining
Challenges for
Twice-Exceptional
Students in Rtl

Concurrent with modifications that
address their individual strengths and
interests, gifted students with disabili-
ties also should be receiving interven-
tions that directly impact the area in
which they are experiencing difficulty.
This dual set of needs complicates
identification and service delivery and
so the following specific concerns are
noted for Rl with twice-exceptional
learners:
® If the school system is not utiliz-

ing Rtl as a comprehensive system
for all students, then academic
acceleration would not be part of
the potential options in the screen-
ing/intervention process. This can
be a problem, not only for gifted
students but especially for twice-
exceptional students.

e If the system is only focused on
“struggling learners,” then there
will be a tendency to focus on the
remedial needs of twice-exceptional
students rather than putting a criti-
cal emphasis on their abilities.

* Lack of awareness of the character-
istics of twice-exceptional students
can greatly impact whether or not
the academic, social, and emo-
tional needs of these students are

addressed.

* Because their gifts and higher level
thinking often mask their disabil-
ity, twice-exceptional students may
appear to be very average in the
classroom setting. The expectation
is that schoolwide screening for
strengths and interests, as well as
academic challenges, would iden-
tify possible concerns. If the class-
room teacher does not observe
any perceived problems, as in the
potential for much higher achieve-
ment, or below-grade-level expec-
tations in an academic subject, the
student may never be referred to
the problem-solving team.

* Many twice-exceptional students
get noticed because of their nega-
tive behaviors. This can cause a
focus on the behavior rather than
the underlying academic problem
that may be contributing to the
negative behavior. It also can inter-
fere with any recognition of ability
or gift.

* If the process is done with fidel-
ity and includes a strength-based
approach, these issues should not be
a concern. But, the fidelity of imple-
mentation is inconsistent at best.

Concluding Thoughts
on Challenges for Rtl
With Gifted Education

Change is a difficult process and
systemic change is even more difficult.
Roles and responsibilities will change.
Questions without answers will be
asked. Parents and students will need
to be informed. An administrator who
can listen, empathize, and foster energy
will go far with the implementation of
Rtl. As long as there is positive energy
and successful leadership in place, the
systemic change can at least be less
painful, and the rewards reaped, such
as happier, successful students, will be
worth the effort.

Remaining Challenges

Questions that may need to be
explored to facilitate the systemic
change of Rtl include:

* What Rel framework will provide
the blueprint of change?

* How will the current services for
gifted learners fit with this frame-
work?

* How will roles and responsibilities
change?

* How can anxieties about the sys-
temic change be eased?

* What levels of collaboration need
to be established?

* How will the needs of high-poten-
tial children from culturally and
linguistically diverse and economi-
cally disadvantaged families be
addressed?

* How will long-term follow-up
for students be provided and by
whom?

* How will parents be informed of
changes?

* Who will be the “go-to” person

when questions arise?

In spite of the remaining challenges,
the authors conclude that Rtl is cer-
tainly changing the face of education
and that gifted education must exam-
ine its fit with these changes. GeT
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NEWproducts

A Comprehensive Examination of the Development of Giftedness

The Development of
Giftedness and Talent
Across the Life Span

el by
Trumces Degos Horawits, Bens £, Sebstel, and Dons J. Mastthwars

How do race, ethnicity, gender, and culture influence or contribute to the development of
gifted and talented behaviors? Is the expression of gifted behavior predictable? How can
insights gleaned from the field of gifted education inform the research, policy, and practice
of psychologists? World-renowned experts in the fields of developmental psychology and
gifted education come together to describe giftedness from early childhood through the
elder years in the recently published book 7he Development of Giftedness and Talent Across
the Life Span (ISBN-13: 978-1-43380-414-4). The interdisciplinary team of authors and
researchers address myriad issues and relevant questions as they examine giftedness in each
stage across the lifespan and offer crucial information and perspectives for researchers,
educators, parents, and anyone interested in the development of high-level abilities, indi-
vidual differences, educational policy and practice, and the realization of human potential.
For more information, contact American Psychological Association, 750 First Street, NE,

Washington, DC 20002; 800-374-2721; http://www.apa.org/books.

Valuable Advice for Raising Gifted Kids

CAROL FERTIG

Raising a Gifted Child: A Parenting Success Handbook (ISBN-13: 978-1-59363-344-8) offers
a wealth of practical, applicable knowledge that will empower parents to foster success for
their child both in and out of the school setting. The concise nature of this book makes
it an easy read for busy parents seeking to understand and effectively support their child.
The author includes an array of strategies, resources, organizational tips, and suggestions
for identifying optimal learning environments. Parents will learn how to become an active
advocate for their child as they read about various educational options, specialty programs,
and strategies for meeting their child’s needs in each content area addressed in the classroom.
By gaining a more thorough understanding of the nature and needs of gifted children, parents
will be able to provide a solid foundation for positive, successful learning experiences for
their gifted child that reaches far beyond the walls of the classroom. For more information,
contact Prufrock Press Inc., PO. Box 8813, Waco, TX 76714-8813; 800-998-2208, http://

www.prufrock.com.

A Resource to Reinforce Higher Level Thinking

The Critical Thinking Resource

Power Strips Plus is a helpful tool for teachers seeking to incor-
porate critical thinking skills into their instructional objectives.

p a WER .s TR ’ E'c Applicable to all content areas, Power Strips Plus comes with

more than 100 laminated strips and 8 white board markers.

Each strip offers a process skill related to a specific level of Bloom’s taxonomy with blanks for teachers to
fill in the appropriate content knowledge. On the back side of each strip, the developers have compiled a
list of ways for teachers to use the strip in each core content area, as well as suggestions for how to manage
the activity. Power Strips Plus will bolster instructional objectives as they challenge students to complete a
variety of products ranging from listing characters in a story to creating a commercial for a given product
or skill. This tool encourages differentiation in the classroom as it caters to individual learner preferences,
and may be utilized in a variety of environments such as whole-group instruction, independent activities,
learning centers, individualized learning plans, and more. For more information, contact Mentoring Minds,
PO. Box 8843, Tyler, TX 75711; 800-585-5258; http://www.mentoringminds.com.
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A Variety of Dynamic Visual Tools

Visual Impact, Visual Teaching: Using Images to Strengthen Learning (ISBN-13: 978-1-4129-
6829-4) is a valuable resource for those teaching children who have an interest or talent
in the visual arts. This book offers suggestions for incorporating visual learning into each
content area and for assessing products created by students who prefer to demonstrate their
understanding through a visual medium. Teachers are introduced to a variety of methods
for visual communication such as graphic organizers and digital photography, as well as
how to encourage critical thinking skills by facilitating analysis and interpretation of works
of art. With applications to math, language arts, science, social studies, and environmental
studies, this is a fabulous resource for alternative approaches to teaching and assessing the
work of those students with an affinity for the visual arts. For more information, contact
Corwin Press, 2455 Teller Road, Thousand Oaks, CA 91320; 800-233-9936; http://www.

corwinpress.com.

Equitable Science Classrooms

In an effort to establish a gender-equitable learning environment in science classrooms
- across grade levels, students, teachers, and scientists came together to write Girls in Science:
Slplg:"n A Framework for Action (ISBN-13: 978-1-93353-104-5). As the number of young women
CIEWE showing interest and giftedness in the science field steadily grows, so too does the possibility
5 that this population may become more and more at risk. Historically, females have been
sl A treated differently than their male counterparts in the science classroom resulting in an
ever-widening gap in science achievement across the two genders. This text offers a variety
of vignettes accompanied by explicit explanations and strategies that focus on student goals,
teacher goals, and science goals. When incorporated into regular classroom instruction, these
tools will help to bolster girls’ confidence in their ability to succeed in the science field, thus
diminishing the scientific achievement gap and stereotypical treatment of females in the
classroom. For more information, contact NSTA Press, 1840 Wilson Blvd., Arlington, VA

22201; 703-243-7100; http://www.nsta.org.

A Pictorial Tour of Wildlife and Wonder

The Illustrated Atlas of Wildlife (ISBN-13: 978-0-520-25785-6) is a truly awe-inspiring collec-
tion of maps, photographs, and original artwork that is sure to enhance all home, school, and
classroom libraries. Boasting more than 800 high-quality photographs, this book provides a
means for teachers to access students’ prior knowledge or build a foundational understanding
through visual representations in life science, biology, and geography. Exploring the seven
land regions of the living earth, as well as the world of oceans and underwater creatures in
stunning detail, this resource gives children an up-close, intimate experience with the natural
world from their home or classroom. Each page provides vivid photographs accompanied by
informative captions, bar and line graphs, a brief description of the region, and information
regarding any endangering species or conservation issues present in the region. Breathtaking
photographs and comprehensive content help to create a holistic, educational experience

for all readers. For more information, contact University of California Press, 2120 Berkeley
Way, Berkeley, CA 94704-1012; 510-642-4247; http://www.ucpress.edu.
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from the classroom

Kathy Hargrove, Ph.D.

“In My Classroom”—

Reflections on Our Year in School

As I write this column, the end of the school year is
almost here. For me, another graduation is approach-
ing, with hoods to be presented and degrees to be
awarded. For my students, it’s time to finish up state
testing and plan for end-of-the-year field trips and
parties, so it is a challenge to keep active young peo-
ple engaged and learning. At the end of the semes-
ter, I decided to join my students in reflecting on
what the year has brought us in both joys and in
challenges.

With that in mind, I took a few minutes of one of
the last class meetings to ask the students in the intro-
ductory gifted education course to think about the
last few months “in the classroom”—their own class-
rooms and the one we shared. I don’t know exactly
what I expected—perhaps complaints about the
heavy loads of reading and writing I had demanded,
or griping about colleagues or principals. I thought
they might chide me for being too demanding. But
I was surprised!

First of all, I need to describe the heterogeneity of
the group. One is a coach of the university’s varsity
sports team. There is a first-year orchestra teacher in
a high-achieving suburban district. Three of them are
in a master’s degree with certification program and
are not yet teaching. One young woman is teach-
ing an ever-changing group of children from kin-
dergarten through high school in a women’s shelter.
Another one is the mother of a highly gifted fourth
grader in an urban district that has managed to hang
on to a very strong gifted program. Three of the
teachers come from one of the wealthiest and high-
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est achieving school districts in the state. From inner
city, suburban, and private schools, their teaching
assignments range from kindergarten to bilingual to
administration in a highly rated private school. They
teach in self-contained elementary heterogeneous
classrooms, in a middle school art program, and in
an AP Spanish classroom. One teaches in a magnet
school and another in a private school. I started this
activity with a list of questions that I hoped would
start them thinking, reacting, and talking openly
with me and with each other. As we talked, I asked
them to recall their students, the leadership on their
campuses, and the pressures of the school year.
When I mentioned “pressures,” the pressure
valve popped and the pressure escaped! They reacted
strongly to the opportunity to share their stresses.
One teacher commented how difficult it was to
complete the entire curriculum while realizing he
must make strategic choices. My brand-new orches-
tra teacher mentioned the stress of preparing for the
many competitions in a district known for outstand-
ing music programs, adjusting to learning new strate-
gies, and living up to the expectations of being in a
high-achieving district. Several others spoke about
working with students who were “losing focus” after
spring break. One student said, “I want to differenti-
ate instruction for diverse learners, but it is so hard”
Another teacher felt pressure from parents who
expected high grades from their children and had
trouble explaining that it was learning, not grades,
that school was all about. As an experienced teacher
myself, I could identify with these pressures.



But, surprisingly, their reflections
were more about their school leaders
than about themselves. For example,

We have a new principal
this year who has breathed
new life into our school.
I’s amazing how inspiring
great leadership can be! He
has caused me to want to
challenge myself more and
continue improving my craft
because—not because I have
been told to, but because I
want to.

Another teacher said, “Our
leadership has done so much
to remove the testing pressure
from our students. The kids
still feel it, but so much less—
good, since pressure makes kids
so ‘crazy.”” One of the middle
school teachers has a very
demanding schedule, moving
from pull-out GT classes, to
send-in assignments, to teach-
ing regular science. She said
that “the supportive staff has
helped us build a safe commu-
nity for our students and given
me freedom to teach as I want
and know is best.” However, the
class was horrified to hear from
one teacher whose principal is
afraid the school will be recon-
stituted because of low test scores. “If
I go down,” she told her faculty, “you’ll
all go down with me. You won't have
a job next year.” The class was full of
advice for her about what she should
do to combat the “fear factor” and to
be a support to her colleagues. Clearly,
it matters what kind of leadership a
school has!

Then we moved into discussing
the work we have done together in
class, talking about how what we
have learned and discussed meshes

with the “real world” of teaching.
Because my next class activity was
going to be a review of the state stan-
dards for gifted educators, I wanted

It's amazing how

inspiring great

leadership can be!
He has caused me

to want to challenge

myself more and

continue improving
my craft because—

not because | have

been told to, but

because | want to.

to get them to remember our learning
activities and what I had hoped they
would learn. I wasn’t disappointed!
“I have learned so much about how
to identify gifted children and even
more, how to view students as indi-
viduals with different needs. Along
with this, I find 'm reacting to my
student differently.” The idea of gain-
ing confidence in working with gifted
children was a predominant theme:
“I feel my new knowledge is a strong
support,” “I see my students differ-

Reflections on Our Year in School

ently now,” “What I've learned puts
things in perspective—I see how the
gifted program supports the regu-
lar program as well as serves gifted
children,” “Now I can support
identification decisions, even the
difficult ones,” and “I've gotten
help in addressing the needs of
my high-performing, though not
gifted, children.” Most, although
not all, of the students felt that
their district’s or school’s gifted
program was strong, although
several of the teachers in the large
urban district “rolled their eyes”
when they talked about lack of
program supervision, little evalu-
ation, and lack of expertise of the
gifted specialist in their school. “I
know more than she does now,”
one remarked. Sadly, one bilin-
gual teacher commented that the
specialist “doesn’t see giftedness as
I do—she wants to look only at a
test score, not at the big picture.”
What was intended to be only
a short activity and an opportunity
to link our university classroom
with a network of classrooms across
our area turned into an opportu-
nity to share significant ideas about
teaching the gifted. For me, it was
encouraging to hear how positive
they were—about themselves, the
leadership in their schools, their
experiences in our class, and most
of all, the children “in the classroom.”
I'll take time for this activity next
semester as well! Ger

Author’s Note

Thanks to all the teachers who assisted
in this column with their insights:
Kristen C., Dominique D., Angelic
H., Jeff H., Megan H., Natalie M.,
Casey M., Megan P, Abby R., Allison
W., Deborah Z., Hannah H., and
Emileo H.
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